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PREFACE 


^ _ _ 

T he problems of government presented by the British 

Empire -fall roughly into thr^ great categories: (z) 
problems of national government^ (a) problems of 
imperial government (3) problems of international govern¬ 
ment. Into the first catego^ fall questions centring in and 
diiefly concerning some one member of the group of five 
self-governing States, namely, the United Kingdom, Canada, 
Australia, South Africa, and New Zealand. Into the 'second 
category fall questions arising out of the relationsMps between 
these s^-goveming States and their dependencies (e.g., as 
between the United Kingdom and India, or the Crown Colonies. 
Protectorates, Mandat^ Territories, etc.; or as between 
Australia and Papua, or New Zealand and Samoa, or South 
Africa and late GermaaSouth-West Africa). Into the third 
category fall questions arising out of the mutual relationships 
of the group of five States already mentioned. 

It is with this third category, the problem of international 
gce^emment presented by the relation^ps' between the 
Dominions and the United Kingdom, that'this book is mainly 
concerned. Its aim is to trace the rise of this problem, to 
give a crldcal account of the momentous devdopmcnts of 
the last few years, to investigate the various aspects of the 
problem as it faces us to-day, and to suggest the general 
fines along which the British Commonwealth ^ould develop 
in the future, not merdy in respect of its internal relations^ 
but also in respect of its relations with the all-inclusive 
League of Nations. 

' The British Commonwealth has now readied the third of 
the three great turning-points in its development. The first 
was the American Revolution, and the second the grant of 
a limited Responsible Government to Canada. The third 
is the iffoblem created by the transformation of this limited 
response goiyismment into the unlimited respondUe. 
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government, the equality of nationhood and of stat^ood, now 
daimed and practically secured by the Dominions. The 
pe(^es of Great Britain and the Dommions have ranged 
before them for dioice, more sharpljp defined and more, 
insistent than ever before, the three alternatives round which 
discussion has moved with increasing dearness since the 
middle of the Eighteenth Century—ewMer formal disruption,, 
or the free co-operation of autonomous States, or Imperial/ 
Federation, that is, an Imperial Super-State. We havel 
moved so far, and we are moving at present, along the middle 
course—a course not unlike the one adopts in framing the 
constitution of the League of Nations—and so long as political 
and social conditions remain as they are at present amongst 
the British peoples, and throughout the world, it would be 
dangerous, perhaps disastrous, to attempt any serious depar¬ 
ture from it. Whether this middle road wUl be long or diort, 
whether it will prove a difficult but possible, or an altogether 
impossible, route, whether we will be forced ultimatdy to 
choose between formal dissolution or Imperial Federation— 
is a matter of speculation. And political and social conditions, 
throughout the world, and thought as to the nature and 
development of political and sod^ institutions, is in such a 
flux at the present time,,that speculation on sudi a question 
is of little practical value. 

But whatever may ha^^n in the distant future, it is dear 
that we have now reached a point in this middle road where 
further progress is impossible unless we can dear away certain 
great otetades. To make further progress possible we must 
first define the status of the Dominions (reconciling, if they 
can be reconciled, equality of nationho^ and the foonal 
unity of the E pire), and a^ the exact nature of the lelatioB- 
ships of the memb^ of the British Group of States to one 
an^eri in the second {dace we must construct the machinery 
of co-operation required by the Group to satisfy their common 
needs and desires; in t^ third pliue we must define the 
relations between the Britidi Group of States and the wider 
League of Nations. 

This work of definition and of construction is difficult, but 
it is urgent—far more urgent than is genera]]y realised either 
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in the United Kiiigdoni or in the Dominions. The spirit fai- 
which the work is done, and iMdiether it is done well or badlPf 
is of immediate and vital importance tb eadi dtizen in ea^ 
of the States concern^. Nor is this a matter which concerns 
the Biitidi peoides alone. It iS of the greatest importance 
to the world as a whole. Whether the League of Nations is 
to succeed or to hul, rests very largely ^th the British 
Commonwealth. If the latter pursues a wrong pcdicy in the 
League, it may destroy the Lea^e. If the Brit^ Conimon- 
wealth fails to define and to explain the relations of its 
members, in such a way that these relations are easy to 
understand and commend themselves as reasonable to the 
other members of the League, suspidon and distrust may be 
caused which will weaken or even disintegrate the League. 

Although the book is primarily concerned with the relhtions 
between the Dominions and the United Kingdom, the ques¬ 
tion of the future of the Dependendes is so intimately related 
to this subject, that it is necessary for me to define my position 
in respect of the Dependendes. 

The British Empire is still as regards population six- 
sevenths an Empire and only one-seventh a Commonwealth— 
that is, oidy one-seventh of its peoples (those in the United 
Kingdcm and the self-governing Dcnninions) possess political 
self-government, the remaining six-sevenths bdng in various 
stages of dependence.^ Nevertheless, there is at work a 
common prindple uniting the Commonwealth and the Empire. 
The colonizing and trading activities of the British pe^es 
have resulted in the building up of three Empires. The first 
was destrojred by the Revolt of the American Colonies in 1776. 
The second was deliberately destro}red by the Mother Country, 
thrbu^ the gradual application of the prindple of Responsible 
Self-Government; and in its |dace has arisen a Commonwealth 
of autonomous s^-govemhig States. The third Empire— 

^ It.shoald«bB remembered that India, with her population of abont 
S 13 ■niiiiftM, and Egypt witii about 12 milllona, account lor the bulk 
of this remainder; that India when her newconstitation matures, 

and Egypt when her projected new oonstitation comes into operation, 
will become antonomous natione in, or in doee connexion with, the 
Britidb Commonwealth. 
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India« Egypt and the Dependen^es^is aheady in process of 
transfoniiatioii. The Duiham Report on Cana^ in' 1859 
marked the begumuig of the first great stage in this progress 
from Eminre to Commonwealth. The hOguming of the second 
great stage—the extension of Responsible SeQ-Govemment 
to the non-European peoples of &e Empire—was marked 
by the publication of the Montagu-Chdi^ord Report on 
India in 1918. Just as Canada led the way for the Oilonies, 
so India must le^ the way for the Dependencies. Thus the 
common pipdide which is at work gradually uniting the 
Commonwemth and the Empire, is the principle of progressive 
self-government. 

It is the business of the Democracies of the Biitidi Common¬ 
wealth to insist that this second great step in the application 
of the principle of progressive self*government should be 
followed up as rapidly and as systematically as possible; 
that the peoples ol eauh Dependency diould be wisely and 
generously encouraged and assisted to travel as fast and as 
far as they can along the road to complete Responsible Self- 
Government ; that wherever natural conditions permit, 
groups of Dependencies should be encouraged to form regional 
federations varying in type according to their peculiar needs; 
that if and when such a federation proves its capacity for 
full Responsible Government, it ^ould be admitted as a 
partner State in the Briti^ Commonwealth of Nations, on 
terms to be arranged by the free consent of both parties, or 
should be allowed, if it insists, to withdraw from &e British 
Commonwealth ; and that with these possible developments 
in view, the principles laid down and the maduneiy adopted 
to meet the present needs of the self-governing ptoples, 
should be of such a nature that, when tiie need arises, they 
will be capable of extension to the Dependencies. 

^ - * . 

A word must be said here about the origin of the book and 
the debt which it owes to friends and to other writers on the 
subject. The book was written at the request of Mr. Sidney 
Webb, acting on behalf of a Committee of the Fabian Society, 
appointed late in zqiy to consider the question. It was 
presented as a Report to th,e Society and accepted without 
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modification: In accmdanoe ^th the practice of the Society, 
the ahthor was given a camjfletdfy fr^ hand thronghout its 
pcepaiation and writing, and the S^ety is ncri neoemarily to 
beheld responsible for^e opinions eatprrased or the conclusions 
reached in' the book. Artides embodying some of the results 
of the book have appeared in the Journal of ih§ SoeUty of 
ComparaHve L^tiMon, in UvMl Empire (Journal of the 
Royal G}lonial Institute), and dsewhere. 

The extent of the debt which the book owes to previous 
writers on the subject—^in particular to the vast knowledge 
and clear exposition of Professor A. B. Keith's Responoi^ 
Government in the Dominions and 'Imperial Unity and the 
Dominions —^may be gathered from the numerous references' 
and acknowledgments made in the footnotes. To Mr.'Iionel 
Curtis and his colleagues, and to the contributors to the 
Round Table, I owe a debt which I am the more anxious to 
admowledge bemuse 1 have had occasion to differ from 
them more than once in this book, and on several issues whidi 
seem to me of vital importance. Though 1 have differed, 

I have Icamt mudi from ffieir investigations, and wish to 
pay a tribute to the stimulating quality of their work and to 
the fine spirit in which it is done. I owe mudi to friends in 
Australia, Canada and New 2!ealand (especially to Hr. J. 
Le Gay Brereton, and my brother. Mr. A. Machin Hall, of 
Sydney University; and to Mr. J. A. Stevenson of Ottawa) 
for beeping me in personal toudi with developments in these ^ 
countries and for supplying me with valuable literature and 
documents. For s fanjlar services, freely and courteously 
given, I am indebted to the Offices of the Dominion High 
CommiBsionets in London, to Sir Howard d'EgviUe, Secretary 
of the United Kingdom Brandi of the Emi^e Parliamentary 
Association, and to the secretaries of a number of other 
voluntary associations. Many friends and fellow-students, 
in Englai^ and Australia, in the Workers' Educational Asso¬ 
ciation and m University Tutorial Classes, have played a 
part in the making of the book, in testing and establishing 
prindides, and in giving me points of view and experience 
not to be found in text-books and parliamentary papers. 

1 am indebted also to Mr. W. H. Cocker, of Christchurch. 
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New Zealand, and Emmanuel College, Cambridge, for the 
patience and cai% with uhidi he^ has read the pro<^, and 
for making some Important crjLtidsms: To my wife the book 
owes much in many wa;^. * 

My best thanks are due to Bifr. Sidney Webb for advice and 
encouragement most freely and generously given, and for 
offering valuable suggestions in respect of a portion of the 
book lead by him in manuscript: to Professor H. E. Egerton, 
Beit Professor of Colonial History at Oxford, and to Sir Charles 
Luca», who added to the debt which I. in common with all 
other students of the subject, owe to them for their well- 
known writings, by reading through the greater portion of the 
book in manuscript, and offering a nnhib^ of valuable sugges¬ 
tions, particularly in respect,of the historical diapters; and* 
above all, to the Master of balHdl (Mr. A. L. Smith) and 
Professor W. G. S. Adams, Gladstone Professor of PoHtical 
Theory and Institutions at Oxford. The latter read through 
the book in manuscript and gave me invaluable advice and 
counsel during its preparation; to the knowledge and practical 
experience of both and to their generous encouragement the 
book owes more than I can tell. 

It must not be assumed that any of the persons mentioned 
above are in agreement with all or any of the opinions 
expressed or the condusions reached., in the book. My 
experience in writing it has ip^e me painfully aware of the 
difficulty and complexity of the subject. That I have been 
able to write it at all is due largely to the help given me 
by others, and the faults in it are minei'hot theirs. 

H. Duncan Hall 


Oxford, October, 1920 
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BRITISH COMMONWEALTH 
OF NATIONS 


CHAPTER. I 
INTRODUCTORY 

“ "W WHATEVER wc may say, and whatever we may 
m/m/ *' think, wc are subject Provinces of Great 
▼ T “Britain. That is tlic actual theory of the 
“ Constitution, and in many ways which I need not specify 
“ to-day that theory still permeates practice to some extent. 
" 1 think that is one of the most important matters that will 
“ have to be dealt with when this question of our future 
constitutional relations on a better and more permanent 
“ basis comes to be considered. The status of the Dominions 
** as equal nations of the Empire will have to be recognised to 
“ a very large extent** (Speech of General Smuts in Debate 
on the Constitutional Resolution at Imperial War Conference, 
1917.) 

**... 1 look forward to a development in the future along 
** the line of an increasingly equal status between the Dominions 
** and the Mother Country.** (Sir Robert Borden. Ibid.) 

'* The Union Parliament stood on exactly the same basis 
” as the British House of Commons, which had no legislative 
" power over the Union. . . . Where in the past British 
** Ministers could have acted for the Dominions [in respect 
“ of foreign affairs] in future Ministers of the Union would 
“ act for the Union. The change was a far-reaching one 
** which would alt^ the whole basis of the British Empire. 
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. IVe have received a position of absolute equality and 
freedom not only a 9 nong the other Stales of the Empire, hut 
** among the other nations of the world (From speeches 
in the Union House by General Smuts*in the Peace Treaty 
Debate, September 9 and 10, 1919.) 

. On behalf of my country I stood firmly uj^on this 
solid ground; that in this, the greatest of all wars, in which 
** the world’s liberty, the world’s justice, in short the world’s 
" future destiny were at stake, Canada had led the democ- 
** racies of noth the American continents. Her resolve had 
*’ given inspiration, her sacrifices had been conspicuous, her 
** effort was unabated to the end. The same indomitable 
** spirit which made her capable of that effort and sacrifice 
” made her equally incapable of accepting at the Peace 
” Conference,’ in the League of Nations, or elsewhere, a status 
" inferior to that accorded to nations less advanced in their 
’’development, less amply endowed in wealth, resources 
” and population, no more complete in their sovereignty 
” and far less conspicuous in their sacrifice.” (From speech 
in the Canadian House by Sir Robert Borden in- the Peace 
Treaty Debate, September 2, 1919.) 

These extracts from speeches delivered by General Smuts 
and Sir Robert Borden at the Debate on the Constitutional 
Resolution passed by the Imperial War Conference in 19x7, 
and during the Treaty Debates in their respective Houses of 
Parliament in September^ ^9Z9> mark the startling progress 
made by the Dominions since 1917 towards absolute equality 
with the-United Kingdom and t^aids constitutional inde¬ 
pendence ; they indicate also the strength of feeling which 
lay behind the successful demands made by the Dominion 
Ministers, both in the Imperial War Cabinet and in the Peace 
Conference, that their new status should receive definite and 
complete recognition. In 1914. the Dominions were—^in a 
sense—^nations, but they were definitely subordinate nations. 
The extent to which the War stimulated their sense of nation¬ 
hood is shown in their demand in 1917 for an ” increasingly 
"equal status/* In 1919, the uncertainty and diffidence 
indicated in this phrase had vanished, and into its place had 
> Italics in each case added to original. 
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stepped the bold demand made repeatedly and successfully 
by the Dominions for a recognition of their tAsolute equality 
" of nationhood" 

By virtue of the ^developments which have taken place 
between 1917 and the present day, the British Commonwealth 
of Nations has arrived at the end of the process set in operation 
with the publication of the epoch-making Durham Report 
in 1839. Step by step the limited Responsible Government 
conceived by Durham has grown into the present absdlute 
and unlimited Responsible Government. But the consum¬ 
mation of this great process has raised difficult problems 
which call urgently for solution, lliesc problems may be 
grouped under three main headings: (1) The Problem of 
Dominion Status; (2) Machinery of Co-operation; (3) The 
relation of the British Group to the League of Nations. 

(1) The core of the problem of Dominion status is how to 
reconcile the '* absolute equality of nationhood," and the 
constitutional independence, demanded by the Dominions, 
with the maintenance of the formal unity of the Empire, 
which is equally desired by them. Equality of nationhood 
has been recognised in principle, but its full realisation 
depends upon the making of a number of important changes 
in the constitution of' the Empire, and upon the solving of 
many difficult problems. 

(2) The second problem is the^mature and form of the 
machinery of government required by the Group of equal 
states to deal with their common problems. Here, the first 
great question to be decided is whether the equal nations of 
the Group shall provide themselves with this necessary 
common government by surrendering a portion of their consti¬ 
tutional independence to an imperial federal super-state, 
or whether they shall decide to remain a group of autonomous 
nations settling their common problems by the method of 
co-operation. If they decide, in accordance with the view 
expressed in the Constitutional Resolution passed by the 
Imperial War Conference in 1917, to adopt the second course, 
they will be faced with the necessity of providing (to quote 
the words of the Resolution) ** effective arrangements for 
" continuous consultation in all important matters of common 
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*' Imperial concern, and for such necessary concerted action, 
" founded on consultation, as the several Governments may 
" determine." This will involve an extensive development 
of the present rudimentary machiiicry^of co-operation (the 
quadrennial Imperial Conference, and a second bc^y, 
practically equivalent to the first in composition and functions, 
the annual " Imperial Cabinet"), with the object of making 
consultation between the Governments both continuous and 
personal, snd of securing effective concerted action. Since 
the peoples of the British Commonwealth desire to co-operate 
throughout the whole field of their every-day relations, it 
will involve in the second place a large extension of the 
Subsidiary Conferences between Ministers charged with 
particular functions of government (for example, education), 
and of the joint bodies for administration, and for investi¬ 
gation or research, which in the last decade or so have become 
an important though little known feature of inter-Imperial 
relations. In the third place, it will involve a consideration 
of the suggestions which have been made from time to time, 
that the Conferences between Governments should be 
supplemented by the building up of some wider popular body, 
taking the form perhaps of a Conference of Parliaments. 

(3) The third problem is that of the relation of the British 
Group to the wider League of Nations, including the questions 
of the status of its members in the League, the functioning 
of the Group in the League, and the question as to how best 
the Group may promote the cause of international govern¬ 
ment and world-unity. In this connection it wiU be necessary 
frankly to consider the question whether the vast framework 
of international government (consisting not merely of the 
great conference organs, but also of the network of joint bodies 
already mentioned) which has been built up by the British 
Commonwealth, is likely to assist, or to clash with and hinder, 
the machinery of the League. In other words, it will be 
necessary to consider whether the British Commonwealth 
should be regarded as a rival to the League, or whether its 
function should be rather to assist the development of the 
League by acting therein as a pioneer of internationalism, by 
utilising, that is, its maximum capacity for intemationd 
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co-operation (due to the fact that it is an intimate group of 
kindred nations) as a means of raising the minimum capacity 
of the aU-inclbsive League. 

One thing that catknot fail to strike anyone who reads the 
discussions wliich have taken place in recent years between 
the statesmen of the Dominions and of the United Kingdom 
on the question of the future government of the Empire, 
is that these statesmen make constant reference to history, 
and continually emphasise the fact that the present organisa¬ 
tion of the Empire, and the problems of government presented 
by it, cannot be understood unless they are studied in the 
light of their historical development. Not only is the consti¬ 
tution of the British Empire the result of a long historical 
growth, blit it depends, even more than the British constitu¬ 
tion, on unwritten conventions, delicate adjustments and 
verbal understandings, which are practically unintelligible 
to anyone who has not studied their development. Hence 
if we are to understand this constitution, we must look, 
not so much in the stony face of the law, but in the minds of 
the people who make the constitution work. But historical 
study is just as necessary for an understanding of the ideas of 
the people, as it is for an understanding of the real meaning 
underlying the outward fonns of institutions. 

When we speak of the liistorical sense of the British peoples, 
we do not mean oecessarily that they have a detailed know¬ 
ledge of past history, but rather that they have a strong sense 
of continuity. The reason for approaching the Imi>erial 
problem by the avenue of history is that the common man 
thinks of this problem to a large extent in terms of history. 
This is especially true of the peoples of the Dominions. 
Generally speaking they show a far keener sense of the 
historical tradition of the British Commonwealth—^that is, 
of the road whereby it has reached its present position— 
than is shown by British people. This is due to the fact that 
the problem of government in the British Commonwealth was 
created by, and is conditioned by, the national development 
of the Dominions. The people of the United Kingdom have 
been on the whole merely .passive spectators of the growth 
of Responsible Government. They have been, in a sense. 
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out of the current of the Empire. It is not th^ wlio have 
crossed' the seas; who have realised what distance means 
to the Empire; who have seen the conditions and studied 
the problems of the new lands; who ]u.ve taken an active 
part in the development of Dominion nationhood. Thus, in 
a sense, the people of the Dominions are in a better position 
to understand the Imperial problem and to see the conditions 
of its solution than are the people of England. Yet to the 
people of the Dominions, Dominion nationhood has been in 
a way a thing too obvious to be commented upon, a thing 
which, lining the day like sunlight, and being the medium 
through w'hich other things arc seen, tends itself to remain 
unstudied. It has been left, therefore, to English historians 
to " discover ” the significance of Dominion nationhood, 
and if they have not at all points understood it aright, they 
have the excuse that they have studied it as distant spectators. 

Wliat then are the requirements of the historical approach 
to this problem? In the first place we must study*the 
history of ideas as well as of institutions. It is onl^^ when we 
study the way in which successive generations in England 
and in the Dominions have viewed the institutions of the 
Em pile step by step with their development, that the real 
significance of these institutions begins to loom out. In the 
second place we must study the development and inter¬ 
action of all the main strains of thought as to the nature 
and solution of the problem. Too often, those who have 
written on the history of the Empire in the last century, 
have merely turned to its history in .search of confirmation 
for their particular ideas with regard to its proper organisa¬ 
tion. Even when they have studied ideas, they have paid 
undue attention to one particular stream of thought—^for 
example, the growth of ideas in favour of a centralised 
government. Other opposing streams of thought have been 
damned by the free use of such terms as '* Little Englander,” 
or by the more subtle and effective method of ignoring their 
existence. Yet, to ignore their existence, or to fail to study 
and to understand their real meaning, is merely to shut out 
something which is absolutely es^ntial to a complete under¬ 
standing iKith of the problems which now cpnfront the British 
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G)ramonwealth, 'aiid of the mind-content of the peoples 
who are seeking solutions of these problems. A dose 
examination of the so-called separatism of the late Victorian, 
period, reveals the fgict that beliind its dumsy use of terms 
there was a far higher appredation of the real nature of the 
Empire as an intimate group of free states, than can be 
found in the writing of the Imperialists, either of that, or of the 
succeeding generation. It is the essential ideas of the so- 
callcd Little Englanders—^ideas now purified and more 
dehnitdy expressed, so that they no longer have the taint 
of separatism—^that have on the whole won the mind of the 
common man, both in England and in the Dominions. 

Hence the fact that the movement towards Imperial 
Federation, which sprang up in the latter half of the* Nine¬ 
teenth Century on the ruins of an older movement towards 
centralised union, has ended in failure, is no reason for 
neglecting it. It has played a part, both positively and 
negatively, not only in the making of the mind of the present 
generation, but also in the devdopment of the institutions of 
the Empire. For, generally speaking, institutions may be said 
to be the result of a conflict of ideas. The exact form which 
an institution takes may appear to be largely the result 
of accident. This does not necessarily mean that the conflict 
of ideas was not the real motive force behind the action 
taken, but rather that when suddenly brought down to the 
test of facts, that is, when called on to deal with a definite 
situation, ideas are wont to be twisted out of recognition; and 
the institution which emerges may take a form neither 
expected nor foreseen by those taking part in the conflict 
of ideas which led directly to its creation. Thus, the discus¬ 
sions with regard to the future government of the Empire 
in the latter half of the Nineteenth Century, led to a result 
which was not foreseen by those who partook in these discus¬ 
sions—^that is, the discovery and devdopment of the new 
method of international government by means of regular 
conferences between governments. But it is this very 
failure to forecast the new development, and to understand 
it when it had begun, which makes it impossible to realise 
the true significaiyre of the Colonial Conference of 1887, unless 
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we study it in relation to the conflict of ideas out of which it 
unexpectedly emerged.^ Institutions are thus, in a sense, 
expressions, not merely of the ideas which are accepted, but 
also of the ideas which are rejected; an^ the former are only 
intelligible in the light of the latter. It is therefore impossible 
to understand the real significance of an idea, or of an institu- 
tion, unless we study the rejected ideas and expedients which 
mark the line of its advance. Thus, the development of the 
Imperial Conference, and of the ideal of co-operation which 
it embodie*., cannot be understood without tracing the history 
of the rival idea of Imperial Federation, which has been 
rejected time after time during that development. Indeed 
no analysis of the ideas expressed by such terms as Imperial 
Federation. Imperial Co-operation or Britannic Alliance, 
Colonial Nationalism and the like, can have mucli value, if 
it docs not see them constantly as the result of discussions, 

^ Reference may be made here to the controversy between Imperial 
Federalists and their opponents trith regard to the part played by 
human reason in the development of human institutions. (Sec Curtis, 
Problem of the Commonwealth, pp. 223-34. PoUard, The Commonwealth 
at War. (The Creighton Lecture.) Cf. also replies by Prof. Ramsay 
Muir and others in History, Jan., r9t7). Confident of their power to 
predict the future development of Imperial institutions, and of their 
ability to plan and to construct the elaborate framework of an Imperial 
federal super-state, the Federalists arc impatient when their opponents 
warn them that Imperial institutions must grow, and that any attempt 
to devise a *' cut and dried scheme ” is dangerous. In reply it is urged 
that the federal Constitutions of the United States and of the 
Dominions, and the Acts which brought about the Union of England 
and Scotland, and of England and Ireland, were cut and dried schemes, 
and that the history of the English peoples thus affords a num 1 ?cr of 
precedents for the drawing up of a cut and dried scheme of Imperial 
Federation. But there is an assumption here which appears to have 
no real justification. Because the British peoples in some instances 
have shown themselves confident that they now have sufficient know¬ 
ledge and experience to sum up in elaborate federal constitutions the 
centuries of experience with regard to the problem of national govern¬ 
ment gained by the English people—^not by the method of drawing 
up elaborate schemes to bind the future, but rather by applying their 
reason to the solution of particular problems as they arose—^it cannot 
safely be argued that therefore the Britirii peoples will show, or ought 
to show, in the near future, a similar confidence in their ability to sum up 
. their short experience of the problems of ^emotional government in the 
relative finality of the constitution of an Imperit^ federal super-state. 
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beginning almost as soon as the first English settlers landed 
on the unexplored coasts of Virginia, and continuing with 
scarcely a break right up to the present day. 

The fundamental lact which must be kept in mind in 
studying the relations between the United Kingdom and the 
Dominions, is that out of the bosom of a single British state 
there has evolved, in the course of a century and a half, a 
group of equal and autonomous states. It is with this 
evolution, and the problem of international government 
which has thereby been created, that the following pages 
arc concerned. How important the study of this evolution 
is to all students of political science, it is hardly necessary to 
emphasise. Its importance and its peculiar interest lie 
in the fact that it shows the pioblcms both of national and 
of international government in the most vital and intimate 
relationship, and therefore reveals with exceptional clearness 
the real nature of these two complementary fields. 

In their early stages, the English Colonies in America were 
merely outlying overseas portions of the British state, inhabited 
by ” Englishmen across the seas.” But the totally new con¬ 
ditions in which the Colonists found themselves, and their 
immense distance from the centre of tliat state, called for 
the fullest development of the traditions of self-government 
which they had brought with them from England. The 
growth of self-governing institutions, and of anew community 
spirit in the Colonies, involved a gradual transformation of 
the old relation between outlying provinces and the centre 
of the state. What was really happening was that a new 
state, or a group of new states, was growing up inside the 
shell of the original British state, and that the Colonists were, 
in fact, ceasing to be citizens of England, and were becoming 
citizens of Massachusetts or Virginia, or were about to become 
citizens of a new American federal state, which had been 
foreshadowed even as early as the Seventeenth Century. 

The American War of Independence, the greatest disaster 
in English and perhaps in American history, was due to the 
failure on both sides to recognise the real significance of tliis 
development, and to take the necessary steps to render as 
easy and as frictionl^ss as possible the transition from subject 
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provinces to an American federal state, autonomous, but 
closely grouped with the parent community. Of all the 
European states—^France, England, Spain, Portugal and 
Holland—which lost empires in the fatal sixty years from 
1760 to 1820, Bmgland alone was immediately given a second 
chance; and this time, first with the Canadian group of 
colonies, and later on with the Australian and South African 
groups, she succeeded in making, without a disastrous 
secession, the extraordinarily difficult transition between 
outl3nng provinces of a central state and autonomous daughter 
states. It was the gradual application of the principle of 
Responsible Government which made the transition possible. 
Responsible Government was at first intended to give merely 
a limited and local autonomy, the Colonies remaining depen¬ 
dencies as regards ” Imperial" matters. But the great 
political wisdom shown by Britain in refraining from rigidly 
limiting the scope of Responsible Government, made it 
possible for the Cdlonies, as they gradually matured, to take 
over, one by one in accordance with their needs, the powers 
originally reserved by the British Government as Imperial ” 
in character. The important stages in the development of 
the various groups of colonies to autonomous states were: 
the original grant of Responsible Government; the establish¬ 
ment of national feder^ govenimcnts; and the successive 
declarations made, both before and after federation, of the 
constitutional right of the Dominions to exercise the functions 
necessary for their national development. 

During the period of their immaturity, the United Kingdom 
has acted towards the Dominions in accordance with the 
conception of a mandatory state, which has become popular 
during the last few years. Until recent years, the United 
Kingdom has made herself responsible, in a large measure, 
for the external defence of the Dominions (and in the earlier 
stages for their internal defence also)'; has conducted the 
more important of their foreign relations, usually in consulta¬ 
tion with them; has aided them with advice on constitu¬ 
tional questions during the earlier stages of their political 
evolution; and has a.ssisted them in their economic and 
social development by securing to them,an abundant supply 
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of relatively cheap credit, and by providing them with 
a large proportion of the experts required for the building 
up of their educational, professional and industrial organi¬ 
sations. • 

The national evolution of the Dominions created in the 
Empire a problem of international government. As the 
breach in the British state, caused by the development of 
the groups of outer provinces into autonomous federal states, 
began to widen out, it became increasingly apparent that 
some method would have to be devised to deal with the 
relations between England and her Colonies—^relations which, 
though this was not at first recognised, were becomihg 
international in character. The method which was in^eas- 
ingly adopted in the first two decades after the federation 
of Canada in 1867, was that of settling the relations between 
the United Kingdom and the Dominions by means of inter¬ 
mediaries, such as Agents-General, High Commissioners, 
or the Colonial Governors. This was merely a variant of 
the ordinary method of diplomacy, a method which was 
obviously insufficient for the growing needs of this group of 
kindred states. The general anxiety to prevent the Empire 
falling into the anarchy which characterised the relations 
of ordinary independent states, led to elaborate discussions 
as to the best method of solving its problem of international 
government. Such contemporary opinion as was articulate, 
almost unanimously settled upon Imperial Federation, or 
the method of an international super-state, as the best 
means of dealing with this problem. But when in 1887 it 
became necessary to take some practical step, it was not the 
method of the super-state which w'as adopted, but a new 
rival method which had hardly figured at all in the contem¬ 
porary discussions of the Imperial problem. Although 
it was hardly recognised at the time, the Colonial Conference 
of 1887 yeas, in fact, the first stage in the discovery and 
elaboration of the new method of international government 
by means of regular conferences betweai Governments. 

This Conference had been partially an expression of the 
colonial conception of the gelation between the Dominions 
and the United Kingdom as that of an ** alliance " between 
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autonomous states: but as the Imperial Conference^ de^ 
veloped, it became apparent that the word ** alliance ” 
very imperfectly expres^ the real nature of this relation¬ 
ship. Being a word which is normally use^ to describe a 
limited and temporary contractual relationship between 
states, it gives a thoroughly misleading conception of the 
natural and organic relationship which exists between the 
group of kindred states now becoming known as the British 
Commonwealth. Almost at once, the Imperial Conference 
revealed itself as the organ of a group of states, which were not 
bound together by any mere single-plank alliance of the 
ordinary type, but were bent upon co-operating in the most 
intimate manner throughout the whole field of international 
relationships. The Imperial Conference has, in fact, been 
working out a new conception of the state, as an organ which 
should exist, not for the purpose of sundering peoples, but of 
enabling them to overcome the obstacles, both natural and 
artificial, which normally would prevent them from assisting 
each other to the utmost of their abilities in the living of a 
full life. 

Thus, step by step with the development of this new 
method of international government—^that is, of the Imperial 
Conference, and of the network of subsidiary organs of consul¬ 
tation and co-operation which have sprung up around it— 
there has grown up a conception of the Empire, expressed 
very imperfectly in the term “ Imperial Co-operation,” which 
has so far successfully withstood the challenge of the rival 
conception commonly expressed in the phrase ” Imperial 
Federation.” The first conception is that of an intimate 
group of autonomous states co-operating together throughout 
the whole field of internationsil relationships; the second 
is that of a federal super-state, limited in its operations to a 
small and sharply defined sphere of inter-imperial i^elations, 
but exercising within these limits supreme authority. 

We may sum up, therefore, by saying that the grant of 

* The term " Imperial Conference" strictly applies only to the 
meetings after 1907. in which year it was substituted for the older • 
term, '* Colonial Conference.’* The general application of the term ' 
“ T>ominion " dates from the same year. « 
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ResTOnsible Government was the starting point of two 
parcel and complementary developments, which run like 
two great mountain chains tlirough the history of the British' 
Commonwealth in the last three-quarters of a century. 
These are: (i) the growth of Dominion nationhood, (2) the 
building up of the machinery of international government 
required by the. Group for settling the common concerns of 
its members. Both these developments have been greatly 
accelerated by the events of the War. On the one hand, 
the more important of the remaining marks of Dominion 
dependence haVe been swept away; and on the other hand, 
the machinery of co-operation, as represented by the Imperial 
Conference and its subsidiary organs, has been much developed 
and. improved, 'flie problems which remain to be solved 
have already been staled at the head of this chapter. The 
two great problems—the problem of reconciling absolute 
equality of nationhood with the formal unity of the Empire, 
and the problem of developing adequate machinery of 
co-operation—^now stand out in their true relationship to 
history, as the rounding off and completion of the two chief 
developments traced in this brief survey. 

The solution of these two problems depends, not so much 
upon the discovery of some new method or expedient of 
government, as upon our ability to discern and to follow out 
the true line of historical development. On the one hand, 
we must discover and carry to its logical conclusion the 
method 'whereby Dominion autonomy and Imperial unity 
have already for a long period been successfully reconciled; 
on the other hand, we must follow and construct into a broad 
highway the track blazed out by the Imperial Conference. 



CHAPTER II 


THE OLD COLONIAL SYSTEM AND THE COMING 
OF RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT 


I. THE. OLD COLONIAL SYSTEM AND THE AMERICAN REVOLT 

F rom the moment when Colonies were first discussed 
in the Sixteenth Century, the question of their 
rdationship to the Mother Country arose. During 
the earlier half of the Seventeenth Century in England, 
there were two rival theories as to the nature of the colonial 
relationship. One theory regarded Colonies as merely 
detached pieces of the realm of England, and Colonists as 
English citizens, who, by going to an overseas portion of the 
realm, did not lose any of the rights they had possessed in 
England, although distance might prevent them from exercis¬ 
ing some of these rights. To this theory appeal was frequently 
made by the Colonists, when they protested against any act 
of oppression on the part of the English Government. Witness 
the report of a Colonial Governor at the end of the Seventeenth 
Century. Some gentlemen of the Council, he sa}^, expressed 
great discontent at the Acts of Navigation, which restrained 
them from an open free-trade to all parts of the world. 
“ They alleged that they were as real Englishmen as those 
in England, and thought they had a right to all the privileges 
** whidi the people of England had. That the London 
“ Merchants had procured those restraining laws to be made 
" on purpose to iiiake the people of the plantations-to go to 
V market to them."^ 

« 

^ Egerton, Short History of British CohnM PoHcy, p. 124. 
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The Navigation Laws thus complained of, were the chief 
expression of the second theory of colonial relations, which 
gradually triumphed over the first during the latter portion 
of the Sevetfteenth Cedtury. According to this second theory, 
colonies were to be regarded as ** foreign plantations," 
developed by the Mother Country for the purpose of suppl3diig 
her with raw materials, and of providing markets for her 
manufactures—^Mother Country meaning in this connection 
" the London merchants," or any other body of " His 
" Majesty's trading subjects " who could get the of Parlia¬ 
ment. One of the best expressions of what Adam Smith 
called “ that baleful spirit of Commerce that wished to 
" govern great Nations on the Maxims of the Counter," 
occurs in a paper in the Record Office dated 1726.^ " All 
" advantageous projects or commercial gain in any Colony 
" which are truly prejudicial to, and inconsistent with, the 
" interests of the Mother country, must be understood to 
" be illegal and the practise of them unwarrantable; because 
" they contradict the end for which the Colonics had a being." 
In accordance with these ideas regulations were made which 
confined trade in the staple products of the Colonies to 
England, or forced it to pass through English ships and 
English ports; and, in the second place, the monopoly of the 
American niarket was assured to British manufacturers by 
suppressing competing colonial industries. But it would 
be.a complete mistake to imagine that the advantage of 
this system was all on the side of England. The Colonists 
benefited in two wa}rs. In the first place, they were given 
the monopoly of the English market for their chief raw 
products, and, in t!he second place, their .defence against 
external enemies—^France, Spain and the American Indians— 
was assured by Great Britain. . But assurance of defence 
and preference in the English market were no compensation 
to the Colonies for the loss of liberty and the denial-of respon¬ 
sibility which these privileges entailed. 

The Colonies were, by no means prepared, however, to 
accept in practice the position of permanent subordination 


1 ib^., p. 73. 
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to which the Mercantile System thus relegated them. '* The 
“ normal current of colonialliistory/' wrote Sir C. B. Adderley 
in 1869, " is perpetual assertion of the right to self-govem- 
"nicnt."^ As soon as the Colonics Were well established. 
Assemblies sprang up naturally and inevitably. In Virginia, 
says the old historian Hutchinson, in famous phrase, a house 

of burgesses broke out ” in 1620, andjn Massachusetts Bay 
" a house of deputies appeared audibly in 1634.”® The 
appearance of these bodies was the most striking sign of the 
growth of a new factor for which the current legal theory of 
British supremacy had le(t no room. Gradually, as the 
settler built up a new corporate life in his colony, he was 
ceasing to be, in fact, an English citizen. He was becoming 
a citizen of Virginia or of Massachusetts or of some other 
Colony. With this change there grew up in the Colonies a 
new view of the colonial relation. Assertions of British 
supremacy were met with counter-assertions of the virtual 
independence of the Colonies. More fortunate than Ireland, 
which having the misfortune to be on the wrong side of the 
Atlantic was close enough to England to enable the doctrine 
of British supremacy to be put into full operation, the Colonists 
were able, on the whole, to maintain their virtual indepen¬ 
dence in internal concerns. They denied the right of the 
English Parliament to tax them or to exercise legislative 
authority over them (except, most illogically, with regard 
to their external trade) on the ground that their Assemblies 
were co-ordinate with, and not subordinate to, the English 
House of Commpns. As Adam Smith pointed out in the 
Wealth of Nations, “ The leading men of America " were fond 
of calling their assemblies " Parliaments," and of considering 
them " as equal in authority to the Parliament of Great 
" Britain.’** But this was directly contrary to the legal and 
ofi&eiai view as set out by^a contemporary constitutional 
authority. " The Governor, council, and assembly in every 
" American colony is a subordinate legislature subject to 

^ Review of the Colonial Policy of Lord John R^efTe-^AdministrO" 
Hon, etc. 

' History of Metssachusetts Bay, 17S5, Vol. I, p. 94. 

» 13 k. IV. Ch. vn Ft. III. 
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’* the control of king and parliament, whp are supreme over 
** all the Empire.”^ 

And it was this legal view of the situation which was 
adopted by the legahy minded'Grenville, when, in despair 
of inducing the Cronies to provide for their own defence, 
.he committed England to a policy of taxing them by carryiog 
through the Stamp ^t in 17^5. Such a doctrine, no longer 
left undisturbed in the dusty law-books, but brought out into 
daylight and resolutdy insisted on by the British Parliament, 
could have but one issue—^the American Declaration of 
Independence. 

The Stamp Act was the worst blunder in English history. 
Nothing could have been better calculated to obscure the 
real issue, and to put England hopelessly in the wrong. The 
difficulty which the Stamp Act was an honest but futile 
attempt to solve, arose out of a defect in the English method 
of colonisation. This defect may be seen if we contrast 
the French and the English methods of colonisation, as shown 
side by side in North America. The essence of the French 
method was action by the state. The French State founded, 
maintained, and regulated the colony of Quebec, and. above 
all gave it a strong central government, able to provide for 
defence and to win tlic friendship of the Indians by insisting 
tliat they should be fairly treated by the colonists. English 
colonies on the other hand were founded, not by the state, 
but by the action of individuals and of groups, which, acting 
independently of each other, established a numlier of small 
self-governing communities. All the Eng||sh State did was 
to hold tlie ring, to keep external foes at bay until the colonies 
had a chance to establisli themselves. The communities 
thus founded, showed a vigour and a power of adaptation 
which was almost completely lacking in Quebec. But 
whereas the defect of tlie Frencin method was over-centralisa¬ 
tion, the defect of the English method was lack of sufficient 
centralisation. As a means of dealing with purely local 

^ Stokes of the British Colontei, quoted in Lewis: 

Government of Dependencies (1841). p. 301. Cf. the exclamation of 
Dr. Johnson that the American Assemblies were *' no more than onr 
vestries.'* 
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affairs, the small self-governing cdony was a- perfect instru¬ 
ment ; but it was quite incapable of dealing with affairs 
which concerned all the colonies, such for example as their 
relations with England, with the Frenclf and Indians, or their 
commercial relations with each other. These were American 
affairs, and though during the infancy of the Colonies they 
might be managed by the British Government, such external 
management could be persisted in only at the expense of 
demoralising the Colonists, and ruining the English tax¬ 
payer. As a result of experience since gained in the building 
up of national Governments in Canada, Australia, and South 
Africa, we can see quite dearly now what was only dimly 
seen in 1765—that tlie only means of settling the problem 
which the Stamp Act so disastrously attempted to solve, 
was to establish an American Government able to deal with 
affairs which, being common to aXL the Colonics, were therefore 
beyond the control of any one of them. A national American 
Government having been established, it could have proceeded 
to solve, with the aid of England, the second great problem 
which wc arc only now solving—that of providing some 
machinery of government to deal with the relations between 
England and America. 

To have discovered in the i8th century a solution of both 
these interdependent problems, would have been an astounding 
achievement. But unfortunately the crisis revealed only 
mediocre statesmansliip iu England and America. We can 
sec now the measures whii h English statc'smen should have 
taken. Tlicy should have thrown the responsibility for 
defence more and mor.? on the Colonists, teaching the doctrine 
of responsibility even at the cost of American lives, and 
on the other hand they should have encouraged by every 
means in their power, by the promotion of conferences and 
so forth, the formation of a national American Government. 
For a moment they saw the right path. The threat of an 
Indian and French War, involving probably appalling 
consequences to the disunited British Colonies, induced the 
British Government to summon representatives of the 
Colonies to the Albany Conference which met in 1754. The 
conference decided that " a union of the dolonics is absolutely 
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necessary for their preservation : and adopted a scheme 
of Federation yrhich was submitted to them by Benjamin 
Franklin.^ The pJan was, however, rejected by all the 
Assemblies, and the? war which came in 1755 found the 
Colonies leaning as before on England for a large proportion 
of the money and men needed to hold their frontiers against 
Indians and French. After ten further years of disunity, 
the English Government gave up hope of inducing the 
Colonies to provide for their own defences out of their own 
resources. The Stamp Act was a sign of the abandonment 
of the policy of 1754, and of the adoption of a new policy 
of divide ei impera —that is, of discouraging American unity, 
and forcing the will of the English Government on the 
American people. 

Separation brought the Colonics face to face with the 
dilemma, either a national government or anarchy. In 
1787, four years after the close of the War of Independence, 
they formetf the great federal government of the United 
States. The problem of national government was thus 
settled. The international problem—the problem of creating 
some machinery of government to settle the relations between 
the tlnited States and Great Britain—began to be. settled 
with the formation of the League of Nations in 1919. 

In the light of our present experience it is interesting to 
glance at the numerous plans for dealing with the Amcricfm 
problem which wore set forth in scores of books and pamphlets 
piiblislicd between 1750 ,'ind 1780, and also in unpublishid 
papers. Despite the fact that groat statesmen and thinkers 
—Chatham, Burke, Adam Smith, Franklin and others— 
took part in the disnission on both sides of the Atlantic, 
the two fiindamoTital issues remained confused, and were 
nowhere set out clearly and in their necessary interdependence. 
There arc scarcely the faintest traces of anything like the 
modem conception of a British Group of States, composed 
of a number of federal stales co-operating together by the 
method of conference. There is no trace at all of the modern 
conception of Iniperial Federation—the idea, that is, of a 

* Kflprinfcd in Iigprton: FeSerat'ons nnd Vnionsi in the British 
Empire, pp. ij4-120 * 
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federal super-state, governed in Imperial as distinguished 
from national matters by an Imperial Parliament repre^ting 
each part of the Empire. 

Tlie plans which received most attention were schemes 
for Imperial Union rather than Imperial Federation, and 
were based upon the idea already referred to that the Colonists^ 
as British citizens living in an outlying portion of the British 
realm, should receive representation in the British Parliament. 
The most thoroughgoing scheme of Imperial Union was 
that elaborated by Adam Smith in the WeaUh of Nations 
published in 1776. He was prepared to carry the idea of 
a unitary British state to its logical conclusion, and to 
abolish the American Assemblies, just as the Scots’ Parliament 
had been abolished in the Union of England and Scotland 
in 1707. If this proposal had ever come before the American 
Colonies, it is impossible to think that any of them would 
liave dreamed of accepting it. Even the milder proposal, 
frequently made in England and America, to give the 
Col(H>ists representation in the House of Commons, but to 
leave their Assemblies intact, was opposed by public opinion 
on both sides of the Atlantic. What the unreformed House 
of Commons, built up as it was upon bribery and the roilen 
borough, meant to observant Americans may be gathered 
from the caustic comment made in 1768 by Benjamin 
Franklin on an English General Election. “ In short the 
" whole venal nation is now at market, and will be sold for 
“ about two millions, and might be bought ... by the 
“ Devil himself.”' It is hard to believe that the giving of 
a minority representation to the Colonists in such a Parliament, 
would not have created many new problems and .solved 
none of the old ones. As a methixl of bringing the two 
conflicting parties into touch with each other, and inducing 
them to see each other's difficulties, it was much inferior 
to. the method of conference betweru Governments an.d 
Legislatures, which had borne such promising fruit at tlie 
Albany Conference in 1754.* 

' Works, Vol. Vll, Quoted by Egerton : Colonial PoHcy, p. 189. 

* For a convenient summary of the i^ore important of the suggestions 
for the solution of the American problem, cf. Bust: Imperial Architects, 
pp. i'-io2. Cf. also Curtis: Commonwealth of Nations, Ch. VI. 
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That there was at least one man even in the Eighteenth 

^ Century, had^caught a glimpse of the ri^ht way out, is slio\vn 
by the remarkable letter written to Lord Dorchester, the 
Governor-General oft^anada, by William Smith, the Canadian 
Chief Justice, in which the latter suggested certain additions 
to the Canada Bill of 1791.^ What he proposed for the 
Canadian Colonies, as the only posable means of avoiding 
in Canada a repetition of the American Revolt, was in effect 
the establishment of a national federal legislature (but not, 
however, a responsible executive) whiich was to be a Partner 
** in the Legislation of the Empire."* Referring to the 
American Colonies, he wrote as follows: 

" To expect wisdom and moderation from near a score of 
*' Petty Parliaments, consisting ia effect of only one of the 
** three necessary branches of a Parliameiit, must, after the 
“ light brought by experience, appear to have been a very 
“ extravagant Expectation. So it has been to my view 
*' above twenty years, and I did not conceal it. 

" My Lord) an American Assembly, quiet in the weakness 
" of their infancy, could not but discover in their Elevation 
" to Prosperity, that themselves were the substance, and the 
Governor and Board of Council mere shadows in their 
political Frame. All America was thus, at the very outset 
" of the Plantations, abandoned to Democracy. And it 
" belonged to the Administrations of the days of Our Fathers 
" to have found the Cure, in the Erection of a Power upon. 
“ the Continent itself, to control all its own little Republics, 
and create a partner in the Legislation of the Empire, 
Capable of consulting their own .safety, and the common 
" welfare."* 

* Cf. Sir Charles Lucas; A History of Canada, 1763-1812, 
pp. 255-261. 

s Smith to Dorchester; in Keitli: Selected Speeches and Documents 
on British Colonial Policy, 1763-1917, Vol. I, pp. 101-105. 
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11 . THE COMING OE RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT ' 

The result of the American War of Independence meant 
the triumph of the principle of subordination, both for the 
Canadian provinces which were left over from the old Empire, 
and for'the new Colonies added by settlement or conquest 
during the building up«of the new Empire in the next half 
century.^ The lesson learned from the successful revolt of 
the American Colonies was, not that colonies should be given 
more freedom, but rather that the net should be drawn 
more tightly about those that were left, lest they too should 
seek to escape. To the followers of Bcntham, and to those 
Whigs who cared somewhat for liberty, the revolt seemed 
a justification of Turgot’s remarkable prediction made many 
years before. Colonies arc like fruits," he had said; 
" they cling to the mother-tree only until they are ripe." 
Moreover, the great trade which soon sprang up between 
the United States and England seemed a striking conlirmation 
of Adam Smith's argument that " Great Britain derives 
" nothing but loss from the dominion which she assumes 
" over her colonics."® All this seemed to point to the. 
conclusion suggested in Bentham's phrase, " Emancipate 
" your colonies." 

But lovers of libcrly were not in power, and the triumph 
of reaction in England following upon the events of the 
French Revolution, meant the triumph ot reaction in English 
colonial policy. The liberal opinion expressed by h'ox in 
the debates on the Canada Bill in 1791: " I am convinced 
" that the only means of retaining distant colonies with 
" advantage is to enable them to govern themseives/' found 
little support in the colonial policy of the next half century. 
Before 1776 the consistent policy of the English Government 
had been to grant local legislatures to all colonies except 

® Australia settled 1788 S; Cape Colony*^ acquired during the 
Napoleonic War; New Zealand annexed in 1840; etc. 

WeaUh 0/ Nations, Bk. IV..CI1. VI. Pt. III. * 
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those acquired by conquest.^ But the breaking away of 
the American Colonies had. discredited /this wise pdlicy. 

'* Since the close of the American War/' wrote Cornewall 
Lewis in 1841, ” it has not been the policy of England to 
" vest any portion of the legislative power of the subordinate 
government of a^ dependency in a body elected by the 
inhabitants. The only partial exception is in the Canadian 
provinces.”^ This denial of representative institutions was ' 
accompanied by the attempt on the part of England to 
govern the Colonies, even in the^ffiStty concerns of their 
domestic life, from Downing Street. The system of govern¬ 
ment thus established was, as Sir William Molcsworth put 
it, from the very nature of things. ** an invariably weak and 
" ignorwt despotism."® The frequent changes of the political 
head 01 the Colonial Office led in practice to government by 
the permanent officials, and in the famous picture drawn by 
Charles Duller " The Mother Country " resolves finally after 
investigation into " Mr. Mother Country," an obscure clerk 
in a back room of the " Office." 

But the absence of representative institutions was not 
the only source of difficulties in the Colotiies. It was just 
in those Colonics which possessed representative government 
that the greatest trouble had arisen. This was not due to 
any defect in the principle of representation itself, but to 
the defective form in which representative institutions W'ere 
normally granted. In such Colonics, legislative power was 
vested in the Governor appointed by the Crown, a Legislative 
Council nominated by the Governor, and an Assembly elected 
by the people. Executive power, on the other hand, remained 
wholly in the hands of the Governor, who was assisted by an 
Executive Council chosen by himself and responsible to him 
aldne. Whilst representative without responsible government 
was probably » necessary preliminary stage in the consti¬ 
tutional evolution of most of the Colonies, its. necessity had 
long since disappeared. 

^ See Grey : Cohttuti Policy of Lord John RussetVs AdtMwhiraUon 
(1853). appendices. 

^ Government of DependeHcie$, p. 160. 

® Speeches, EditedHiy Egerton, p. 20z. 
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It was over the principle of the reaponribitity'of the 
execative to^he elected le^slatnre, that the greatest battles 
in the history of the EngUsh constitution had been fought. 
By the end of the Eighteenth Century, dhd largely as a result 
of the failure of George III. to coerce the Am^can Cdlonies, 
the principle had been established in England^ But in the 
Colonies the Assemblies had still to fight a long battle lasting 
into the middle of the Nineteenth C^tury, bdore they were 
able to secure in full measure the Khcognition of the principle 
of ministerial responsibility. When Lord Durham was sent 
in 1838 upon his famous mission to Canada to investigate 
the state of affairs which had culminated in petty rebdlions 
in the two main provinces, he found one of the main causes 
of turmoil to be the lack of this principle of responsibility. 

It may fairly be said," he reported, " that the natural 
** state of government in all these Colonies is that of coUision 
between the executive and the representative body. In 
** all of them the administration of putfiip affairs is habitually 
** confided to those who do not co-operate harmoniously with 
" the popular branch of the legislature." ^ However much 
the majority of the Assembly might dislike the policy of 
the Ministers, it had no power to dismiss them. But it did 
have unlimited power to harass them at every turn. Repre¬ 
sentative vdthout Responsible Government was, as Charles 
Boiler put it, like a ^e without a chimney. The system 
involved perpetual minority government; it meant, said 
Joseph Howe, the great Nova Scotian leader, in a phrase 
intelligible to English politicians, government by "the 
" opposition of the Commons.'' * 

The only way out of the chaos inevitably produced by 
such a system, was that suggested by Durliam. "Every 
" purpose of popular control," he wrote," might be comlnned ^ 
" with every advantage of vesting the immediate choice of - 
" advisers in the Crown, were the Colonial Governor to be 
" instructed to secure the cotgperation of the Assembly 
" his policy by entrusting its administration to such men as. 
"could command a majority; and df he weregivdn to 

> Edited by Lucas (1912), VoUILp. 73. 

■ Egwrton and Gi^t: Cattadum Comtdiaumid Documenis, p 
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" nndenftatid that b« n^ed conat on no aid from home frt 
'* any dUfereace with the AssemUy, that should not directly 
“involve the relations between the Mother Country and 
“ the Colray.’**^ • 


HI. THB PRZNaPLES OF RESPOHSIBLE GOVERNMENT 

The essential features of Responsible Government as stated 
by Durham, and afterwards ^borated by Duller, Wakefield, 
and Molesworth, were the division between imperial and 
local matters, and the giving over of the latter without 
reserve into &e hands of the colonial legislature. Matters 
thus given over were to be administered by an Executive 
responsible to the Assembly. Imperial concerns on the 
other hand were to be' retained absolutdy in the control of 
the British Government; and in regard to these matters the 
Colonies were to remain mere dependencies. In accordance 
with this twofold division of powers, the functions of 
the Governor were to be dual. Aa regards Imperial matters 
he was to remain an Imperial officer icsponsible to the 
British Government, but as regards domestic stairs he was to 
assume a rdle comparable to that of a constitutional monarch. 

Simple and obvious though they may appear in the light 
of after events, these proposals involved a revolution in 
English colonial policy—a revolution so gieat that its full 
extent was hardly revealed to even the most far-seeing 
contemporary statesmen. In England the Report caused 
much questioning, and not a little misgiving. The prevailing 
pessimism and increduhty was well expressed in the Quarter^ 
Rtoiew for March, 1839. Durham's proposal is relerred to 
as “ This new and to us incomprehensible system of colonial 
“ cmmMfn : the Report calls it connexion —^to our under- 
“ standing it is absolute separation “: the fundamental error 
of the authors is that “ they forget, or choose to forget, that 
*' Canada is a provilf^p-~a colony."* This was a common 
critidstfi, and it was in a large measure justified. ,What 

> Repofi, Edited by Lucas,*VoI II. pp 279-81. 

* Quoted m Mills' VdomstUum 0 / Auatralta {t9t5)» P> ^73 a 



the. Report was, in iact, proposing,' althdii^ itd ^ndts^; 
were hot aware of the implications of their proposals, was S' 
new system of colonial ccmnexion, based u^n the free coiis^t. 
of autonomous states, instead of upoif the dependence of a 


province on a central government, llie Report dealt a 
vital blow at the fundamental idea of the dd colonial systdn 
that Colonies were provinces on the fringe of a great British 
State. What Durham's critics feared, was that the partial 
abandonment of this theory, involved in granting freedom 
in domestic concerns, would lead rapidly and inevitably to 
its complete abandonment. As they saw the situation, the 
Report promised to file the chain of colonial dependence 
three parts through, and then foolishly assured the British 
Government that the Colonics would refrain from using their 


new strength to break the remaining part. 

These fears were diared by the Britidi Government, who 
apparently accepted the view deprecated by Durham that 
the irresponsibility of the executive in a colony was • a 
necessary " incident of colonial dependence."^ Hence, for 
seven years from •Z839 till the advent of Lord Grey to the 
Colonial Oflicb in 1846, they strove desperately to prevent 
the adoption of Responsible Government as understood by 
Durham, and to preserve intact the old theory of the Coloni^ 
as subject provinces on the fringe of the British State. The 
only effective means which the British Government could 
employ to preserve the dependency of Canada, was the 
Colonial Governor. This official, therefore, became the 


centre of the struggle, and the record of the-strug^e is 
preserved in the despatches passing between the Goyemors- 
General and the Colonial Secretary. The view of the Briti^ 
Government as expressed by Lord John Russell, the Cedioni^ 
Secretary, in a despatch to Lord Sydenham--'1he GoVemok- 
General sent to Canada ostensibly to carry into $Rect 
'Durham's proposals—was that the Govemor'^eneral' coi^ 
not fulfil the r 61 e marked out for him by Durham : thtit 
he could not act in purely Canadian ‘xtXatters only upon th^ 
adviipe of Canadian Ministers, without becoming axT*' indc^ 
pendent sovereign,'* and,thus ceasing to be a subordinate 


^ Roport, p. 79. cf. p. 280. 



A *" » 1- .-•# k. A* .m * * * !■* Is Vk ' 

•v'*. ^ ^ '* * • ■• 

Sydeolii^ cacdejtl oat hislnstniction&'to 
\t&e- Instead of acting^ as a constitutional monarchy 

.sdaght to combine the idles o{ Govemor-General and 
' Pt^me Minister. * 


The pliancy of Sydenham’s successor, Sir Charles Bagot, 
in virtually surrendering to the demand of the AssdhUy 
for the full adoption of Responsible Government, evoked a 
^arp reminder from Lord Stanley, the successor of Lord 
John'Russell at the Colonial Office, that the position of the 
Colonial Govemor-General in respect of his Ministers differed 
essentially from that of the Crown in relation to the British 
Cabinet. "The Crown," wrote Stanley, "acts avowedly 
" and exclusively on the advice of its ministers, and has no 
" political opinions of its own. You act in concert with your 
" Executive Council, but the ultimate decision rests with 
." yourself, and' you are recognised, not only as having an 

opinion, but as supreme and irresponsible, except to the 
" Home Government, for your acts in your executive 
" capacity.*'* 

The strong-willed and faithful official required by the 
Colonial Office to carry out, in the teeth of the Canadian 
Assembly, this obvious caricature of Responsible Government 
as understood by Durham, was found in the person of Lord 
Metcalfe, the next Govemor-General. By carrying out 
Stanley’s instructions to the letter, despite the opposition 
of the Canadian Assembly, Metcalfe succeeded in making 
it dear that the only alternative to the full adoption of 
Responsible Government was a second disaster like j^at of 
Z776. Such a disaster was saved by the advent of Lord 
Grey to the Colonial Office in 1846, and by the introduction 
of Responsible Government in Canada, between 1847 and 
<^ 54 * wisest and greatest of Govemors-General, Lord 

; -^n.» 

* Htisaell to Sydenham, Oct. 14,1839; Egerton and Grant, op eif., 
App. 866-70. 

' ^ Despatch. Dec., 1842. Quoted in Morieon: Bniish SnpfMMoy 
dkfid CanadUm SOt-CwerntH&nt, 1839-34 (X9i9)* PP- 
:' * For an excellent account of the critical fifteen yean betwev 1839 
'^'dhd 1855, M Morison {op. who rightiy describes them as “ the 

tDoti important in the history of the modern British Empire ” (p. 6). 
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The principle of Responsible Governmenbin local masters 
having been settled, the development of Respon«ble GoVemr 
ment entered upon a new phase. From 1850 to the present 
day, the centre of interest has beed the question of the 
possibility of making a division between Imperial and local 
powers, and of retaining the former under the absolute 
control of the Imperial Government, thus denying anything 
more than a strictly limited autonomy to the Colonies.' 
Assuming, is Durham assuni^, that it was possible to make 
a division of powers, two problems presented themselves: 
(i) How was such a line to be drawn ? (2) Where was it 
to be drawn ? There were two possible solutions of the 
first problem: (a) A hard and fast line might have been 
drawn by the strongest and most durable instrument available, 
that is. an Imperial statute setting out in detail the precise 
limits of the powers to be exercised by the colonial legislatures. 
Or (b) the question might be left open: the line, instead of 
being fixed rigidly, might be left flexible, able to yield to the 
play of circumstance, and able to adapt itsdf with the 
utmost possible ease to the teaching of experience. 

Here was raised a question of the greatest practical import¬ 
ance. To have settled it in the wrong way might have led 
to endless disputes imperilling the very existence of the 
Imperial connexion. And it has not always been recognised 
that there were perilous moments, whesn it was not at all. 
certain that the wrong way might not have been chosen. 
Durham’s ministerial experience made him very careful not 
to suggest the making of any hard and fast division, and the 
officials of the Colonial Office, following the line of least 
resistance, which was also in this case the line of the highest 
political wisdom, observed a similar caution. For once at 
least they showed themselves wiser than their severest and 
most effective critic. Sir William Mdesworth. In 1850, at^ 
a time when, owing to the early deaths of Durham and 
Buller, he stopd out in the House of Commons as the most 
eminent and influential authority on' colonial questions,' 
Molcsworth made an important speech.^ In this speech he 

‘ Printed in Egerton; Seketed Sp9eckes of Sir William Mtdesworlk- 
<^903). . * 
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. 'vlj^dii^y criticised the Gjoviemm^ Bill whidi' 


was then ^der discussion, and moved certain amendments 
’ One of his chief objectij>ns to the Bill, wasthat the constitution 
which it proposed to grant to the Australian Colonies' did 
not define dearly those powers which a colony could not 
exercise without imperilling the integrity of the £mp^ 
He had derived his condusions from an exhaustive study 
of the division of powers in th^ United States Constitution, 
aiid had framed a complete draft Bill on these lines, wh|ch 
he circulated as an independent measure.^ The analogy he 
drew between the United Kingdom and the Colonies, and the 
Federation and the States in the United States, was one that 
was frequently drawn at tliis period, and throws an interesting 
light upon the elementary nature of much of the contemporary 
thought upon the Imperial problem. His proposal was that 
the United Kingdom should possess all the powers, save 
taxation, which had been given to the Federal Government 
of the United States. If it possessed less," he asserted, 
the Empire would cease to be one body politic."* 
Molesworth’s experience of colonial questions had convinced 
him that the method of rigid definition was the only one 
suitable, and he was certain that he saw the very bed-rock 
of powers upon which alone Imj^erial unity could be securely 
founded. Yet if he had had his way, he would have chained 
up in an Imperial sfatiite a number of powers which were 
afterwards discovered to be absolutely essential to the 
development of the groups of colonies, which have since 
grown into the great national Dominion of Australia. The 
adoption of this course would have meant that instead of 
a declaration of constitutional right (the method whereby 
the Dominions have achieved their independence) being met 
by the quiet surrender by the British Government of the 
^!bt daimed, the declaration would have come into collision 
with an Imperial Statute, and would thus in all probability 
have produced a serious constitutional crisis. Although 
Molesworth's speech made a deep impression on the House^ 
Jie failed to carry his point. After neariy seventy years of 


1 Fawcett • Lih of Mviesworth, pp. 270-1. 
* SpsfcMes, p. 591. 
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the working of Responsible <vovemincnt, we can see now ho^ 
fortunate was that failure. No man reused more keenly 
than he the value of the colonial connexion, and no one was 
more anxious to retain it; and yet, if his wiU in this matter 
had prevailed, no man would have deaH it a harder blow. 

This incident was not an isolated one. In 1855, ^ 
after Molesworth's death, the Victoria BiU, sent hon^ by 
the Colony to be enacted by the Imperial Government, 
attjempted 10 separate and define Imperial and local powers. 
The Imperial Parliament, however, wisely refrained from 
adopting the suggestion, though Gladstone was strongly in 
favour of it.^ Both incidents are well worth the study of 
those who at the present time are quite confident that they 
can see the irreducible minimum */ of powers which an 
Imperial Federal Parliament must possess, unless the Empire 
is to *' Mse to be one body politic,” and who are therefore 
prepared to set up such a Parliament with rigidly defined 
powers. 


IV. THE INSTABILITY OF RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT 

N 

The importance of this decision becomes clear when we 
pass on to the consideration of the second question raised: 
Where was tho line separating Imperial from local powers 
to be drawn ? The prevailing view of the believers in 
Responsible Government was the view adopted by its 
inventors, the Colonial Reformers, namely, that it was 
possible to draw a permanent line, and that it'was essential 
to the continuance of the connexion that such a line should 
be drawn. Thus they believed it to be essential tliat the, 
Colonies should be given only a strictly limited autonomy. 
The freedom which they thought to give, was a provincial 
freedom, the freedom of a state within the United States. 
They had expected to find communities of Englishmen 
growing up on the outer friiiges^p^f a vast British State, and 

^ See Keith : Imperial Unity, p. 152. f 
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content to live only the liiimted provincial existence to which 
the stse of the Empire, and their distance frc»n its centre, 
seemed to condemn them. 

Even the fact that t)urham when he first came to Canada 
had in mind a Canadian federation, and that Lofd Grey, a 
few years later, actually attempted to impose a rudimentary 
federation on the Australian Colonies,^ must not be taken 
to mean that they had any clear vision of the modern idea 
of a British Group of free and equal states. What they Ij^d 
in mind when they thought of such federations, was merdy 
a kind of glorified provincial status. This is very clearly 
indicated in a passage in the Durham Report, which points 
out that one of the principal objections to a federation would 
be that a Colonial federation must have, in fact, little 
legitimate authority or business, the greater part of the 
ordinary functions of a federation hilling within the scope 
*' of the imperial legislature and executive." ^ Imperial 
functions Durham defined as follows : " The constitution of 
" the form of government—^the regulation of foreign relations, 
*' and of trade with the mother country, the other British 
" Colonies, and foreign nations—and the disposal of the 
" public lands, ... A perfect subordination on the part of 
*' the Colony, on these points, is secured," he suggested, 
" by the advantages which it finds in the continuance of its 
connexion with the Empire." ® 

These passages are noteworthy, because they show how 
far wrong even tbc most far-sighted statesman might go in 
dealing with a problem of government in which tliere was 
little past experience to guide him. The idea of Responsible 
Government as involving nothing more than mere provincial 
status, and perpetuating British supremacy, could not be 
put more clearly. Yet the next three generations were to 
witness the successful claim on the part of the Colonics, as 
'they grew into national Dominions, to exercise ^yerj' one of 
the powers here denied them, and reserved, as if in ])crpetuity, 

• ^ In 1847-50, C. D, Allin: Early Federahon Movement ofeAnslralia:, 
PP- 58 ff. 

* Report, Ed. by Lucas, II. p. ^4. 

» Ibid-, p. aSa. 
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to the United Kingdom. In pl^e bl I^rham's ** ^ei^t 
'* subordination " there was to be put the ** perfect equality^’ 
of to-day. We must not imagine that Durham was ^otie 
in his views on this point. They were accepted without 
qualifiicatfon by his fellow Reformers, and by statesmen like 
Lord Grey, Lord John Russell, and others.^ It has not« 
indeed, been sufficiently recognis^ that the Reformers and 
their disciples laid as much emphasis on'the need of retaming 
Imperial nowers, as they conceived them, in the hands of 
the Imperial Government, as they laid on the necessity 
of giving freedom to the Colonies in their domestic 
concerns. 

It is necessary to study briefly the subsequent history, of 


the powem enumerated by Durham as Imperial in character, 
and to trace the process whereby, step by step with the 
growth of colonial nationalism, the Colonies were forced to 
declare their constitutional right to exercise these powers as 
essential to their national existence. 


About the desirability of retaining control of the public 
lands in the Colonies the Reformers were unanimously agreed, 
although Wakefield came to see later that this power could 
not be withheld permanently.® They had generous plans for 
finding in the Colonies a home and property for many of 
the people of England who had been robbed of their land by 
the enclosure movement, or who desired to escape from the 
yirtucil slavery of the industrial system. But even these 
splendid visions could not prevail against the plain fact that 
to grant Responsible Government in domestic coticems, and 
yet to withhold the most intimate and vital of such concerns, 
would have been little more than a mockery. There was, 
in fact, no attempt to withhold power over public lands from 
the new province created by the Union of Upper and howex 
Canada in 1840. Despite the fatherly rebuke of Lord Grey 
to the demand of the New South Wales Colonists-in 1850 for' 
full control over the revenue from waste lands, this p6w6r 

> Cf. A^lesworth, ante, p. 31. Wakefield: Art of C<donigatio9, 
pp, 312-3.' Cf. also Lucas; Durham Report I, p. 146, 11 , p. 281. 

' * Durham, Report, II, 13, 207-8^etc.; III, 37. For Wkkefi^d's 
later view see Art of Colonisation,. • ' -, ' 
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was soon after^xtended -to this Colony, and to all .other 
a^-goveming Colonies.^ 

" There was even less difficulty over the question of the 
“.constitution of the form of government/* The power 
claimed by Colonial Parliaments to alter their constitution 
was first granted in individual cases, and then conceded 
generally by the Colonial Laws Validiiy Act, 1865. 

Far more difficult than either of these two, was the question 
of the control of trade, both foreign and inter-Impeiial. 
This touched at the very heart of the old colonial system. 
Never had a mother country given to her colonies freedom 
to control their own trade relations. To have done so would 
have seemed to imply the destruction of the very essence 
of the colonial relation. If a mother country could not 
count on having a monopoly of her colonies' raw products 
and markets, what on earth could be the use of keej^g these 
colonies ? Ilie ideas of the Mercantile System still dominated 
English colonial policy in 1840, though the Free Trade 
movement was steadily undermining these ideas. The 
principle of colonial preference, however, seems even to have 
increased in strength as its end drew near. In Peel’s Tariff 
of 1842, colonial preference was largely extended. The Tariff 
contained about 825 items, “ and upon more than 375 of 
“them differential duties were levied in favour of the 
“ colonies.*' ■ ^ ^ 

There was even a slight chance that in 1846 a compromise 
might have been made between absolute Protection and 
absolute Free Trade, by establishing an Imperial ZoUverein 
with free trade within the Empire and a uniform tariff barrier 
against the rest of the world. ” One of the strongest arguments 
which advocates otFree Trade had to meet in the debatea 
of 1846, was .that it meant the immediate dissolution of the 

^ Cf. The CohnUd Policy of Lord John RusselVs AdmiHistrations, 
by Loxd Grey, VoL II, p. 375. " The waste lands of the vast colonial 
“ possessions of the Briti^ Empire are held by the C^wn as trustees 
*' for the iqhabitants of that Empire at large, afid not for the inhabitaitts 
'* of the particolar Provinces." 

^ Amtrican PoMiad Science Quarterly, Sept., 19x7, article by 
R. L. Sdmyler on Britiuh Imperil Preference and Sir R. Peel. 

■» rm. 
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Empirei Lord Stanley, who iW ]e9igned^;lkh'pC6itif^,'a$' 
Colonial Secretary in Peel's Minist^ on the quesUon oi 
Trade, urged this point of view strongly: " Destroy t^' 
*' principle of protection, and I tell you in this place that 
*'you destroy the whole basis upon which your colonial 
" system rests." ^ If the advocates of Free Ti^e were able 
to answer this criticism to the satisfaction of the House, it 
was only because every one assumed as a matter of course 
that the a<^option of Free Trade meant merdy the substitution' 
of one unifortn trade policy for another, and that a " Free. 
"Trade" policy would not give the colonists any more 
freedom to regulate their trade relations than they possessed 
under the old policy of protection. In other words " Free " 
Trade was to be com^dsovy for the Colonies. Ttus point 
of view was wdl expressed by Lord Grey, Colonial Secretary 
from i84b-52. When Parliament adopted Free Trade, he 
wrote It not abdicate the duty and the power of 
" regulating the commercial poHcy, not only of the United 
" Kingdom, but of the British Empire. The common interests 
of all parts of that extended Empire, require that its 
commercial policy should be the same throughout its 
numerous dependencies; nor is this less important than 
before because our policy is now directed to the removal' 
"instead of as formerly to the maintenance of artificial 
"restrictions upon trade.**"* 

In all these schemes for a uniform Imperial trade policy, 
no real heed was paid to the well-being of the Colonies. 
They were still regarded as autonomous outer provinces 
ministering to the needs of the heart of the Empire. But 
despite the strength of the Free Trade movement, the ideal 
of Imperial Free Trade was not able tn stand up for long 
against the rising tide of nationhood in the Colonies*. The 
Cdonial Parliaments were not slosrto recognise that' fiscid 
policy might exercise a determining influence upon the 
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* op. cii., Vol. I, p. 281. Gny held these views tfil the end ol- his. 
Ufe. The xepndiation of Feds Trade fay the G>loiiles made lilm Alabt 
whether they wme worth helping. (See hie Qmimyt 

June, 1879.) . t 
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ol thiw sdciat; ^vdojmtet^ and that to aUonfr. 
£s^radl'to di^te their comiberdal poliey was equivalent 
to pennittiftg her dictate the lines of their social life. 
After severd minor disputes the question was settled-^nce 
.and' for alf by the vigorous declaration by the Canadian 
MiiiistTy in 1859 of their constitutional independence in the 
matter of fiscal policy. “Self Government/* they wrote* 
“ would be utterly annihilated if the views of the Imperial 
“ Government were to be preferred to those of the peojde 
“ of Canada." ^ This protest was caused by the mere suspicion 
that the British Government had for a moment considered 


the possibility of vetoing a Canadian tariff Bill. As a result 
of this protest, the freedom of the Colonies to control 'their' 
own fiscal policies was never again serioudy challenged. 
This freedom meant freedom to depart, if they saw fit, from 
the gospel of Free Trade, and in less than twenty years* time, 
to the bitter grief of English Free Traders, the Dominion of 
Canada and most of the Australian Colonies set up protective 
barriers against the Mother Country. 


. It should be remembered that the process traced here was 
not merely one of securing privileges by the Colonies, but 


also of the taking over of responsibilities hitherto borne by 
the United Kingdom. The best example of this second 
aspect may be seen in the question of military defence in 
the Colonies. Recognising the need (to quote the words of 
a Parliamentary Committee in 1861) **of stimulating the 
** spirit of self-reliance in Colonial communities," the British 
Government in the decade from 1860-70 gradually withdrew 
laU British troops from self-governing Colonies; but at the 
same time it showed itself willing to put at the service of 
the Colonies, for <the devriopment of their own defence 
systems, the best professional advice available. The action of 
""the British Govemmdfit in this matter should be regarded, 
-not cts part of a policy of disintegration, but as a note- . 
worthy sign of a recognition of the meaning and implications 
•ot ResponsiUe Govemm^t, and of a desire to take an 
a8:weU as a passive part in its devriopment.' . 


aadShaat: Canadibn CotuUMioma Daoelopment, p. 350. 
^ * 'oa.ihiSjquetttian leS Egertbn : British ColoHial Policy, pp. 362-0. 
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..As we shall see later, this process of the assumption by 
the Dominions ol all the pow^, including foreigA poli<^, 
necessary for their full national development, has now come 
full circle; so that to-day the Dominions have achieved 
full constitutional independence, and the very idea of a 
limited autonomy is a thing of the past. But before we 
can understand the real significance of these later develop¬ 
ments, we must study the growth of ideas in England and 
in the Colonies, during the latter half of the Nineteenth 
Century, as to the meaning of Responsible Government, 
and especially, as to the real significance of this process of 
encroachment by the Colonies on the reserve of Imperial 
powers. 



CHAPTER III 




THE MEANING OF RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT- 
IDEAS AS TO THE NATURE OF THE COLONIAL 
RELATIONSHIP, 1840-1900 

I. INTRODUCTORY 

T he aim of this and the following chapter is to sti|dy 
briefly the development of ideas as to the nature 
of the colonial relationship during the latter half 
of the Nineteenth Century. The importance of such a study 
is obvious when we realise that this is the chief formative 
period in the development of modem ideas as to the nature 
and value of this relationship. It is upon the fundament^ 
ideas hammered out between 1840 and 1900, that the great 
developments of the last ten years have been built. In 
this formative period were moulded the modem conceptions 
of the nature of Dominion nationhood and statehood; the 
ideal of the Empire as an Imperial Federation of national 
units—an international super-state; the rival conception of 
a free Group of states co-opcrating on a basis of equality; 
and finally the new method of conducting international 
relations by means of regular conferences between Govern¬ 
ments. 

llie subject dealt with in this chapter falls roughly into 
three main divisions; 

(i) The Period of the Colonial Reformers, 1840-55.' 

(2) The Period of Pessimism, 1855-70. 

(3) Thd Revival of Belief, and the rise and collapse of the 
early Imperial Federation movement, 1870-1900. 
The divisions, of course, overlap, and the dates given are 

37 
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t3^ of thought predominated. 

In the first period the faith of fhe Colonial JReformers in 
the permanence of the Imperial coniilxion (a faith partly 
^ con^tioned, however, by their mistaken bdid in the posri- 
bility of a limited autonomy) struggled with the growing 
tide of pessimism. The second period witnessed the mdan- 
choly triumph of this attitude of pessimism, which was' 
founded prrtly on a distrust-of freedom, partly jon the belief 
that free trade made any formal connexion unnecessary, 
but most of all on the failure to understand the human 
factor which governed the situation—the will of kindred 
peoples to maintain their intimate group life. The third 
period witnessed a revival of belief in the permanence of 
the connexion; but this belief was generally accompanied 
by the caution ** provided we amend the Constitution of 
“ the Empire in time, and establish some kind of Imperial 
Federation to check the drift to dissolution.** 

In the first two periods interest centred on the devdlopment 
of Responsible Government, and the revelation (for those 
who could see) of its ultimate goal, as shown in the building 
of a national federal Government in Canada from 1864-67. 
In the third period the complementary question of the 
development of inter-imperial madiinery, emerged into the 
foreground. In.the earlier part of this third period there 
was ^at hope of a speedy realisation of the new idea of 
Imperial Federation. Hence innumerable discussions, and 
much running to newspapers and reviews with plans for 
amending the constitution of the Empire. But towards the 
end of the century the hope of a speedy and easy solution 
along these lines withered before the obvious reluctance of 
the new nations to fit themselves intd the mould of an 
Imperial super-state. The new conception of the Emj^re- 
•as a ^up of free states rath^ than a super-state—a cosiG^' 
tion which developed mainly in the Cdonies' during the 
period in which the ideal of Imperial Federation <|i»ninated; 
^iglirii thought—be dealt with in the stfecee^Dg 
dlapter." ^ ^ : 
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11. THE PERIOD Of THE COLONIAL REFORICERS 


In 1697. at the ddse of a long political career stretching ' 
back to the beginning of-Responsible Government, Gladstone 
spoke the following words to Richard Seddon, the Prime - 
Minister of New Z^and: 

•** There was a time when some statesm^ considered that 
**when the Cdlonies grew in strength, importance, and ' 
numbers, they would wish to be sever^ from the Mother 
*' Country. We thought that nothing could be done that 
** would prevent them doing so. But there were those who 
” said, ' No, the Colonies wiU not wish to sever themselves 
' from the parent stock . . . The more freedom they have, . 

* the greater will be their love for the Mother Country and 
"' the closer will be the connexion.' Amongst the men who 
stood boldly by that position was John Robert Godley, 
the founder of the proidnce of Canterbury, in your colony. 

'* With him there were four others, and their ideals and 
** aspirations have been fully verified.” ^ 

The characteristics of the period could not be summed up - 
more aptly—the small band of believers struggling not 
unsuccessfully against the general background of pessimism 
and apathy. The four whom Gladstone had in mind were 
probably Lord Durham, Gibbon Wakefield, Charles Buller, 
and Sir William Molesworth. To them we might add Lord 
. Elgin, Lord Grey, and perhaps one or two others who shared 
similar views. The movement began in 1830 under the 
leadership of Wakefield, and succeeded in less than twenty 
yems in bringing about fundamental changes in 'methods 
of ^Qnisation. The Colonial Reformers were chiefly instru- 
mimtal in bringing about Re^nsible Government. They 
alone (save for the great inarticulate masses) believed in the 
' permanence of the connexion. 

It is worth inquiring what was the basis of thdt faith, 

'tt lay-Dsrtly in their perception'of the deeply-footed, but 
' inartic&te feding of. the pe^e of England that it had been 
,/;^<wdl.to found communiti^ of kinsmen overseas, and that iifi 
'" * Drummond: Li/# ofStidon (1906),p. 
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was supremely worth while to remain on terms of dosest 
intimacy with them. ^But it lay still more in their discovery 
of what was called “ colonial loyalty/* the most important 
factor in the whole situation, and the %ne least jmderstood 
in England. It was in vain that men like Joseph Howe of 
Nova Scotia protested ** that the population. of British 
** North America are sincerely attached to the parent state; 
** that they are proud of their origin, deeply interested in 
' * the integrity of the Empire ... *' ^ There were not ten public 
men in England who saw the soul of words such as these. Most 
English statesmen were much too ready to interpret protests 
against an evil system of government, as protests against the 
connection itself. For an understanding of the innermost 
feelings of another people, study afar off, however diligent, is 
altogether insufficient,*; dose personal contact is essential. 
And it is significant that the few English statesmen whose 
faith in the permanence of the connection never wavered, 
had exceptional opportunities of getting to know the real 
feeling of the Colonists. *' Without having lived in a colony,'* 
Wakefield pointed out in 1849, . . . it is difficult to conceive 

** the intensity of colonial loyalty to the empire. . .*' “ I 
" have no doubt,” he said, ” that love of England is the 
** ruling sentiment in English colonies.*'^ Durham’s own 
observation had convinced him that ” the predominant feeling 
” of all the English population of the North American Colonies 

is that of devot^ attachment to the mother country.*'* 
Armed with tliis knowledge, he had been able to combat 
boldly the current idea that Responsible Govcirnment, 
espedally if it led to a legislative union of all the Colonies, 
must mean separation. ” On the contrary,’* he asserted, 

” the practical rdief from undue interference, . . . would 
” strengthen the present bond of fedings and interests; and 
** the connexion would become more durable and advan- 
** tageous, by having more of equality, of freedom, and of'' 
*' local independence.”* In. virtue of this faith Durham was 

1 Letter to Lord John Russell, 1839. Egerton and Grant, op. ci^., 

P- 193. 

* ArtofCoIonisalion (1849;. p. too. 

■ Report, Ed. by Lucas, Vol. II, p. 384. 

* Ibid., p. 310, 
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haili^ Wh' dd^ht by^ the Reformers as the '* first British 
Statesman to use the word ‘ perpetual ^ in speaking of the 
connection between the colonies and their mother country/’^ 
Did the Colonial Reformers have any full conception 
of the change that was to take place in the nature of that 
connection ? Did they perceive in any clear way the slow 
gathering together of the scattered settlements in Canada 
and Australia into the forms of great nations? On the 
whole it seems that both these questions must be answered 
in the negative, and herein lies their one really great failure 
to read aright the future. When they came down from their 
heights to construct definite plans for the future, they seemed 
unable to design anything more than mere provincial, status- 
for the colonies. To Durham's ** perfect subordination 
must be added Wakefield’s significant reference to Respon¬ 
sible Government as " municipal government,” which he 
proceeded to define as *' a delegation of authority for limited 
“ purposes.”* It is true that at times they seem to allow 
their imagination free rein, and to apply to the Colonies, 
phrases such as ” growing nations,” ” equal partners,” 
“faithful allies,” and the like; but there is an obvious 
contradiction between these terms, and the passages referred 
to above in which they arc attempting to define the relation¬ 
ship in more precise language. Nowhere does this contra¬ 
diction stand out more boldly, or the failure of insight appear 
more glaringly, than in the passages in which Durham 
advocated a legislative union of the Canadian Colonies for 
the purpose of ” raising up for the North American 
“ Colonist some nationality of his own ” to counterbalance 
the influence of the United States. ” No large community 
“ of free and intelligent men.” wrote Durham in a passage 
full of insight, “will long feel contented with a political 
'System which places them, because it places their country, 
in a position of inferiority to their neighbours."* Yet 
just a few pages further back he has complacently as^med 


Colonial Gazette (1840). Quoted by Mill&. C(^oHisafion of 
Australia, p. 267. 

'• Art of Cidonisaiion, pp. 269-71 ^ PP- * 75 i 3 ® 7 » 

* Report, Ed. by Lucas, 11 , pp. 304-312. 
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that the Canadian commiinity wcniid to 'ae(X|lt 

such a position of inferiority t<^he United Statea^.badaimBe" 
of its assumed willingness to remain in ** perfect sdbordinia* 
" tion" to the United Kingdom in lome of the most viU 
of all questions of national polieyt 
It is in this contradiction that we must seek an explanation 
of what at first sight appear strange lapses into unfaith' 
on the part of the Reformers, when they speak of the posst* 
bility of the Colonies becoming nations. The sentence just 
quoted from Durham, in whi^ he speaks of the effect of 
freedom in. making the connection ** more 'durable/* is 
immediately followed by another sentence which seems to 
show a lack of faith in &e possibility of a really permanent^ 
connection. This should be compared with the still more. 
striking instance in which Molesworth condemned the federal 
clauses in the AustfoHan Government Bill of 1850 on the 
ground that their effect would be to lay the foundation of 
*' a great federal republic in Australia to be independent of 
** this country as were the United States of America . . . Her 
did not see how a federal assembly could be admitted at 
** all unless the intention was to separate these colonies 
from the mother land. It appeared to him that -the 
** monarchy of Great Britain was the true federal assembly 
** that should be contemplated, at all events for a long time 
to come in these colonies.*^'^ What he feared was that a 
federal assembly would be unwilling to accept “ perfect' 
** subordination,** and, having little to occupy its attention. 


would *' begin encroaching on the imperial power.’* 

This complete misreading of the central lesson of the 
American Revolution, by one who based his main criticisms 
of the Bill on the ground that it departed from the principled, 
of the American constitution, gives the key to the contra» 
diction already noted. The intuition of the Refonum 
whispered the words " nations ** and ** allies,** but , 
reason failed to reconcile full autonomy with a mainten^ce. 
of the '* connection.*' If the Colonies were not willing, to 
accept in certain vital matters a position of *'.p^ect 
** subordination,** then no ampunt of loyalty could prev^t* ^ 
' Hansard, Vol. CX (1850), p. 802. ^ . 



*t^iep€^deiic^ Tbe current politkki philosbjp^^' 
f to';^tjSi0iusli /* independence "' from the dreaded^ 

word the very utterance of which is ofteii' 
sufficient to arouse the*primitive herd instinct of the English 
r&ce, and to silence all argument. The political thinkers of 
the day had failed (as most of their successors have fail^ 

' even to.the present day) to any place in their system for 
the new factor- of interdependence in the world of states.. 
They were still bound hand and foot by the Renaissance 
coni^ticHi of the state as* shut off from its neighbour states' 
' by a ring-fence of indivisible ^vereignty; and they could 
offer nothing better to the Colonial Reformers than a choice 
between two alternatives: either the Colonies must remain 


inside the ring-fence of the British State, or they must ^t up 
thdr own ring-fenced states outside it. Separation meant 
separation iudeed--the digging of a deep gulf between the 
' various parts of the Empire. Even if, as timid critics some¬ 


times suggested, friendly separation might be followed by an 
intimate alliance, what were alliances between sovereign 
states but narrow and fragile bridges over the chasm made 
by separation? It was little wonder, then, that the 
Reformers, in face of such a prospect, hastened to say: 
" We must at all costs remain members of one body politic." 
But what, according to the current political philosophy, 
could be the position of Colonies thus retained within the 
British State ? They might be wholly dependent, as they 
were'conceived to be before Responsible Government (that 
is, subject communities under the rule of the Colonial Office), 


or, on the other hand, they might have a limited autonomy 
as outlying provinces of a great Briti^ State. Responsible 


Government meant to Molesworth simply a restoration te the 
Colonists of their true rights as " Englishmen across the seas.", • 
’Although in theory entitled to precisely the same treatment 
''^^^S^tland or Ireland, distance made certain departures'- 
jess^tial. It limited the power of the Colonists to exercise' 
'ibei^right of representation, and made necessary the setting 


•i ^ ^ Cocnewall Lewis that a oolony must either be a; 

- di^MOdency or an independent •state. Essay <m tks GwsnfniSHi of' 
^Pfp!i^t 4 omiss £d. by Ld'cas, iSpz, p. 30^. 



44 BRITISH COMHONWEALTH OP NAtlOMS ' 

' . > ‘ ' 

Up of subordinate local assemblies to deal tiitli local 

matters.^ 

In 1850 there was some measure o^ truth in this view of 
colonists as "Englishmen across the seas." The majority' 
of Australians and Canadians were in a sense Englishmen, 
and inhabitants of the outer marches of a great British State; 
but they were in process of becoming something else—^namely, 
Australians and Canadians. The growth of nationhood in 
Australia and Canada was, in fact, completely altering the 
old relationship. The Colonies were passing from the position 
of outlying parts of Greater Britain into the position of 
independent but closely " allied " states. Even with the. 
lesson of the American Revolution before their eyes, the 
Reformers failed to foresee either the extent or the full 
significance of this change in the relationship. The criticism 
passed by Sir Charles Lucas upon Durham, may be extended 
to all the Colonial Reformers: " While he laid stress on 

* Probably the most representative statement of Molesworth's 
views occurs in a speech delivered* in 1850 : Selected Speeches, Ed. by 
Egerton, p. 314. 

" We ought to look upon our colonies as integral portions of the 
" British Empire, inhabited by men who ought to enjoy in their own 
" localities all the rights and privileges that Englishmen do in England. 

Now. the colonists have no right to interfere in the management-of 
“ the local affairs of Great Britan, therefore we ought not to interfere 
" in the management of the local affairs of the colonies. We are 
“entitled to reserve to ourselves the management of the common 
“ concerns of the Empire, because imperial power must be located 
“somewhere for the maintenance of the unity of the Erai^, and 
“ because we are the richest and most powerful portion of the Empire,' 
“ and have to pay for the management of its common concerns. In 
'* thus laying claim to imperial powers for the British Rurliam^t, 1 
“ must add that in my opinion it would tend much to consolidate the 
" Empire if we could admit into the Imperial Parliament representa-' 
" tives of the colonies, for then the colonies would feel that they fbnne4' 

“ with the British Isles one complete body politic." 

Wakefield on practical rather than theoretical grounds did not favour • 
colonial representation in the British Parliament {Art of C^ionisaHan 
p. 309). That Molesworth would have greeted the development of 
Canada into an independent Dominimi with no narrow sjdrit if-he'had 
lived to see it, is shown by his frequent and generous references to the ' 
United States, and his plea' for the doseat co-<q>eration with this ^ 
“ colony " of England. Cf. Speeches, pp. 84, 237, etc. 
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W-govenunent as creating a national existence, he did not' 
seem fully to recognise that when once an overseas 
community h^ been endowed with national institutions, 
it IS difficult, if not iibpossible, to set a limit to its growth 
as a nation, or permanently to withhold any subject as 
outside its scope.' 

In justice to the Reformers, however, we should remember 
that most of them died young, at a time when the insta* 
bility of Responsible Government as conceived in the Durham 
Report, was not yet clearly visible, and before the great 
revolution in the conditions of the Imperial problem, which 
was about to be made by the development of the steamship 
and the electric cable, had become fully apparent. If Durham, 
BuUer, and Molesworth, had lived to be old men, they would 
doubtless have played leading parts in the great revival of 
imperialism from 1870 onwards: without a doubt they would 
have brought about this revival sooner, and might perhaps 
have changed its whole course. But Durham died in 1840, 
Buller in 1848, Molesworth in r855* Wakefield lived on to 
1862. but his best work had been done by 1850. From 
1855 till the revival of Imperialism in the seventies, Pessimism 
walked abroad almost unchallenged. 


in. THE PERIOD OF PESSIMISM 1855-1870 

Doubt entered easily into the minds of those who had 
little knowledge of the real feelings of the Colonies, and who 
only saw the surface facts of successful rebellion in 1776, 
followed by unsuccessful rebellion in 1837. In the latter 
case rebellion resulted in the giving of partial freedom, which, 
it was felt, must surely be followed by the full independence 
gained by the Americans in 1783. The sweeping away of 
the Mercantile System of trade monopoly, the Annexation 
Movement in Canada in 1849, unrest in New South Wales in 

K Rfpwt, Ed. by Lucas, Vol. I, p. 285. Lord Elgin, more than most 
' ooAtemporairy statesmen, saw the need of patting no restraint on the 
'free development of the Canadian Colonies. Cf. LsMrrs, ]^. by 
-T. Walrcmd (X782}, p. 133,116, etc. 
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1850, and in all the colonies the grdwth of a national feeling 
which steadily encroached upon the irreducible minimiun ” 
of Imperial powers—all these* things pointed in the .same * 
direction. Whether you were a Ben&amite or a Cobdenitev 
a Whig or a Tory, mattered but litt|e; you viewed the 
question from, the same materisQistic standpoint, and 
wondered often in private, and not unfrequently, though much 
more cautiously, in public, whether it was not just as well to 
let things drift, or even to shove them down stream a little' 
faster. Msrivale, Professor of Political Economy at. Oxford 
in 1840, and afterwards from 1847-59 permanent Under 
Secretary of State for Colonies, had put your thought well 
for you when he referred as follows to what happened 
after 1783 : ” All the world knows . . . that the commerce 
** between the mother country and the colony was but a 
peddling traffic, compared to that vast international inter- 
course, the greatest the world has ever known, which grew 
up between them when they had exchanged the tie of 
subjection for that of equality . . When he said also 
that: The benefit of colonies to the mother country consists 

** soldy in the surplus advantages which it derives from 
" the trade of the colonies over the loss. That benefit has 
" been enormous calculated in figures alone."—^you agreed 
perfectly with his first sentence, but were a little doubtful, 
about the second. 


Each party had its own particular type of pessiimon;;' 
coloured by its own political or economic doctrines. The, 
Tories, by nature opposed to anything that smelt too mudh 
of freedom or democracy, looked with regret at the vaniriiing 
of British supremacy. Overmuch freedom had led to 1776; 
in the more extreme form proposed by Durham, it would' 
lead still more rapidly to dissoluticm. The Tory ccdout. is 
expressed delightfully in the words put by Wakefield, withoiui 
the least intention of ridi<^e, into the mouth of 3 fr. Mother 
Country. The latter protested that Wakefidd's " do^h^^ 
" about municipal (i.e., responsible) government for cdom^ 

1 Lectum on CcionisaHon and Cohnits (a vch., f^i), Vcd. -1,^ 
p. 230; ct the great emphasis whl^ Blbleswordi cpatiho^/piitS 
the value of ookoiles as markets. 



Visijwiit r^Uicanjsm/ coloniat'^ 

• <£ismembennent of the Empire/'^ Tli^f 

: era a danger, he jeared, that colonial democracy migtiti' 

'*/ inf^ the mother country/' The Tory doubt* as expre^ed 
time aft^ time during this period by the leaders of the party. - 
could not be better summed up than in Disraeli's famous^ 
exclamation, uttered in 1852 in reference to a fisheries dispute' 
between the Canaxlian. Colonies and the United States;' 


" '^ese wretched colonies will all be independent too in a 
'^f^ years, 'and are a mill-stone round our necks."* Prac/ 
tically every extension of Responsible Government was, 
met either with active opposition or with diplomatic " regret" 
by the Tories,* With the revival of imperialism about 
1870. Tory regret at the loss of British supremacy, and of 
the chance of a tremendous world-empire, began to be 
tempered by the hope that these might 1^ recovered again, 
in a form more palatable to the Colonies and to the English 
people, by the establishment of some kind of Imperial 
Federation.* 


The Whig party during this period, under the influence 
of Russell and its more advanced members, was gradually 
Teaving behind its more conservative elements represented 
by Palmerston and Melbourne, and transforming itself into 
the Liberal Party. The policy of the new party was shaped 
mainly by the Radicals, who supplied much of its driving 
force. As regards colonial policy the Radicals, after about 
1830. were divided into two groups. The majority, on 
economic and political grounds, leaned more and more towards 
colonial separation. A minority under the influence of 
Wakefield had. about 1830. broken away from the separatist 
tendencies of their fellow Radicals, and. calling themselves 
.codonlal reformers, had set out to destroy the old colonial 
Sjktem—as the only means'^of preserving the Colonies. The* 
body of Whigs had no very decided colonial policy of 

V / " 

' r* Afit^CpbmisaiioH, p. 269. 

Ewart * KmgdamPt^s, I, p. 39- 

Cl<., pp. 251'-2. 9 . ' 

^ ^ ■ * ’€L Spe<^ by Dbmell, 1872, post, p. 65j^ 
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their own, and-accepted in its maih principles tKh ^lidy oi 
Durham and the Reformers. As Responsible Govmmeiit 
developed, the Whigs became more aijd more convinced that 
it was the right policy. But from the first few of them 
had shared the confident assurance of the Reformer and 
of Loid Grey that Responsible Government would r^idt 
in strengthening and perpetuating the connection. Between 
1840 and 1850 the drift set noticeably towards the separatist 
views of the larger section of the Radical party. In 1849 
Lord Grey, then Colonial Secretary, wrote as follows 'to 
Lord Elgin, Governor General of Canada: ** There begins 
to prevail in the House of Commons, and I am sorry to say 
'* in the highest quarters, an opinion (which 1 believe to be 
** utterly erroneous) that we have no interest in preserving 
our colonies and ought therefore to make no sacrifice for 
that purpose. Peel, Graham, and Gladstone, if they do 
**not avow'this as openly as Cobden and his friends, yet 
“ betray very clearly that they entertain it. nor do I find 
some members of the Cabinet free from it.*’^ 

The death of Molesworth in 1855 removed the last chance 
of stopping the dry-rot, and the party fell more and more 
completely under the influence of the Manchester School, 
the leaders of which, Cobden and Bright, were becoming 
quite openly separatist in policy.* The chief motive forces 
behind the policy of separatism, were the economic views of 
this school. These views were based on a false simiflifica-' 
tion of the facts, which ruled out, as quite irrelevant, all 
sentimental considerations. The Colonies were peopled with 


a race of economic men who were supposed to<tbe driven 
(just as if they were English merchants, or factory owners, 
or factory hands) by their own-'self-interest^on the one hand 
towards pelitical independence, and oh the other towards 
perpetual free trade with EnglaxSi. To persons ruled by .thh 
hard and abstract logic of the times. Responsible Goveinmei|t 
seemed a mere untidy makeshift, invented for the purpipf^ 
of giving discomfort to minds accustomed to picture politic^ 
communities as neatly cut up iilto sepairate sovereign stati^. 


Quoted by Morison, ^p. cit., pp.'266-7 !> MUb, op. 268,, ' 
* Morley, Life of CobiOH, I, 230; II, 270, etc. 
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, ^ot best examples of tbis kind of reasKming, boui 

iU bcoiio(M<^ attd pditical side, occur in the wiitings of 
''^Ihofessor G(ddwiii.Sgiith. In 1862-3, when Professor a|E 
; Ox{<nd, he published a series of letters in the Daily Ninfis 
whidi attracted much attention.^ The advent of Goldwin 
Smith was of greater importance in the history of colonial 
policy in the Nineteenth Century than has sometimes been 
‘ reahMd. By breaking silence lie helped to relieve the tension, 

. Ultimately his brilhant statement of the case for separation 
at its best, helped to provoke a reaction towards closei unity. 
He based hia case for separation partly on economic and 
partly on political grounds. The ending of the system of 
trade monopoly, the repeal of the Navigation Acts in 1849, 
and the advent of Free Trade he regarded as the chief redsons 
for ** freeing the Colonies from their “ childish thraldom.'** 
The present system seems to him hopelessly illogical, and he 
is tremendously worried because he cannot find any “ lecog- 
/'nised principles*' in the relations, which are, he says, 
" in truth mere unreason and bewilderment.”* The continual 
encroachment of the Colonics on the reserve of Impenal 
power, however, shows that the relations aie leading to a 
'' recognised principle,' * namely, independence He is fearful 
lest some cause of quariel ^ould aiise, and the parting 
be made in anger. The Colonies are loyal now, he says. 

Now, then, is the time, before any subject of dispute 
'‘arises, to make this loyalty and this affection sure for 
*' ever,"* 


Many people were naturally annoyed that the case should 
be put thus bluntly for them, but it is interesting to note how 
very feeble were the rephes attempted. His critics could 
think of no other way of countering him than to meet him on 
the vary ground of utility which he had chosen, and the only 
Utility argumoits they could advance were no match for his. 
Indeed, The Times gave him his whole case, only stipulating 
that the Colonies should not be hustled out if they chose 


M a vobime with the title The Emptf$ in 
a. 25, etc. 


* 


rem^: *V^o RWly, we believe, in l^iji iiCHintty. 
'\t6‘keep them against their i^l; .hor do we pretend-tO' 
*' deny that the time must come wh^ they wiU ndrl^^^' 
*' require our aid, and when it will be better for both t&st, 
'* they should set up for themselves.”* 

The extent to which the disease of doubt had affected the 


official and governing classes is dear from the way in which 
unfaith had spread in its worst form into the very dta4pl^ 
itself—the Colonial Office. Despite the well known asseEtiont; 
made in 1869, *** Victorian Legislature, by G^rge 
Higinbotham (afterwards Chief Justice of Victoria) that the 
Colonies, during their fifteen years of Responsible Gove^- 
ment, had been governed by a ” person named Rogers , .<. 
”the chief derk in the Colonial Office.”*—^thc permanrat 
offidals had long ceased to exercise the excessive political 
influence which had caused Buffer to draw his famous picture, 


of Mr. Mother Country. But their influence must still have, 
been considerable, and it was increasingly on the side of 
separatism. This tendency culminated in the unrelieved' 
pessimism of Sir Henry Taylor, one of the chief offidals from 
1824 to 1872, and the “person named Rogers'*—Sir F.' 
Rogers (afterwards Lord Blachford), permanent Under¬ 
secretary for Colonies, 1860-1871. Taylor was in dose touch 
with Rogers, and the views of both are well expressed in a 
letter written in 1865 by the latter in reply to one frohi'' 


Taylor. “ I go very far with you," wrote Rogers, " in thiff 
"desire to shake off all responsibly governed colonies.''''^ 
He went on to speak of Canada as “ a cdony which is.no 


"good to us and has no real care for us."” Tayl(»,even 
went so far as to hope that nothing would occur to draw*: 
England and Canada dosei together. In a letter to his chief^; 
the Duke of Newcastle, about the year 1864, he wrote 
fdlows:' "In my estimation the worst con^udiqe9^;;Q|^ 
" the late dispute*with the United States has-b^ th^'pf 
“ involving tms country and its North American provia^^ 


Ibid,, 18. 

T’' * Memoirs of G. RigitUtofham, by £. Monls (iBgs), p. 

• Autobiography of Sir Hen^ Tuybxr (iSSsli;. VoL ’ 




te&ch the loimt desptb ol the’ se^^tisi 
fspye^^c. >■ • ' ' ? ■’ 

It Wduid be unfair not to recognise that the separatisi$ 
' and the doubters had some saving graces. It is hard 'to see 
arty'redeeming feat^e in the doubts of Tory illiberalisin; 
but in most other varieties of doubt it i§ possible to see at 
least some recognition of, and a desire to encourage, tha 
tising national spirit of the Colonies.* Responsible Govem- 
irimit for the Colonies was, indeed, part of the wider cult o( 
naticmalism, which distinguished British foreign policy in 
tjt^ Nineteenth Century. Even a superficial examination qf 
the literature of the period is sufficient to show that the real 
significance of much of the separatist writing mid talk has 
b^n misunderstood. This is due to several causes. Many 
who were not in reality separatists, used the language of, 
separatism to describe a new conception towards which 
thdr minds were groping—^the conception, that is, of an 
intimate British Group of States united by formal or informaT 
ties of ** alliance ” and assisting each other to live a more 
-complete life. In the second place the last two generaticms., 
iiave been' much too ready to accept uncritically the abuse 
which Imperialists of all types have heaped indiscriminately 
upon the statesmen and writers of the " cut the painter 
period'. ' When Dominion historians come to study more 
luHly the origins of colonial nationalism in this period, it 
is' not unlikely th^t they will come to conclusions somewhat 
differ^t from those arrived at on many points by English 
historians, who have written from the standpoint of England 

• I ^ 

f * I' ‘ ' * 

■ 234-^2* In a letter written in 1885, Taylor riiowed a' 

ftBZier appr^ation of the situation, and spoke of the neMssity.. 
rmaUfdiQg Canada and Australia not as Colonies fnit as " friendly 
ptarBspondmce, Ed. by Dowden (1888). p. ^2t. The yiewej. 
permnent Under-Secretaries l^fore Rogers (Sir James^, 
'Sh^jplKen; ■ 183O-47; and Herman Merivale, 1847-59) were much tiie ^ 
aaihoee Of himself and of Taylor. 

Lord madriord based his separation on the generu prindpleti 
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and.the '*ceniiectioh/' rather tfaanV|r<^ )hA;^fahi 
of the Domiiiions. 

The kind of change of'emphasis which may be expect^ 
will become clear if we take the .case, of the Philosopldcaf ‘ 
Radical, J. A. Roebuck. The writings of this so-caned'.' 

Little Englander " show a clearer recognition of the nepes- 
sity of fostering the nationhood of the new nations,"' and • 
of the change which colonial nationalism would make in the;' 
relations between England and the Colonists, than is to be 
found in the writings of Durham, Wakefield,. Grey, -or 
Molesworth. Roebuck's book. The Colonies of England, 
published in 1849, contains a very remarkable forecast of the' 
development of great national federations in Canada, Aus¬ 
tralia, and South Africa. It is true that, over-logic^ like 
Goldwin Smith, he predicts ultimate independence. Hardly ‘ 
in the spirit of his analc^y of parent and grown-up children; 
he insists that the latter shall not onlyJeave their old home, • 
but shall also sign a formal deed of separation from it. But ' 
'he also insists that by adopting a liberal policy of encouraging 
such national development, England would make -herself 
the centre of a closely allied and intimate group of kindred 
nations.^ In the same way it has not always been recogUised 
that even the separatism of Goldwin Smith was but the 
avenue to a new and greater synthesis—^namely, his lifelong.^, 
dream of what he called in 1891" the moral federation of the'-: 
whole English-speaking race throughout the world.'** |n- 
1862 he anticipated that the result of the formal separation/ 
of the Colonies would be to make England " the heart and 
** centre of a great confederacy of States belonging to hi^,, 
"own race."® , , 

On the whole it is fair to say that the emphasis put 1 ^ 
separatists on the development of an independent and 
reliant spirit in the Colonies, played a large part in 
foster.the growth of Dominion nationhood, and' 

, greater part in forcing England to recognize this vit^ 


.' 3 . 
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‘ Tk0 Co/oNiM of England, by J. A. Roebuck, M.P. 

* Canada and tha Canadian Quption, by Gpldi^ 

,pp. 365-6. > ■ ' ' 

* The Enipira, p.-2s. 




.Ityith ^ of Impenalism in' we hear litUe more of/ 
'the 39chem^ oif Imperial Onmn. Henceforth aU sch^e$: 
iSr tfae'future govemtpent of the Exhpire have at least to pa^J 
lip'service to Dominion nationhoixl. It is possible that the'^ 
Dominion historian of the future may say, that had it not been 
for' the help of many of the men*who have been called' 
Kparatists and Little Englanders, the Imperialists, both' 
Tory and Whig.'in their blindness to the growing nationhood^', 
pf the Dominions, and in their anxiety to build up an Imperial 
sup^r-state. might have brought the Empire to the brink of 
dissolution. 


IV. THE REVIVAL OF fiFLIEF IK THE EMPIRE. 

THE EARLY IMPERIAL FEDERATION MOVEMENT 

The causes of the revival of belief in the Empire were 
varied. On the surface it seemed to come as a some¬ 
what unaccountably sudden reaction on the part of public 
opinion in England against the excesses of the separatist 
movement. The decade from z86o to 1870 seemed a period 
of deepening pessimism. Events in Canada and Australia' 
appeared to many to justify the conclusion that they would 
soon demand independence. But towards the end of the 
decade public opinion was startled by the rumour that Glad¬ 
stone’s Ministry contemplated turning the larger Colonies , 
adrift without waiting for a positive demand for separation. 

Gladstone and Company^” wrote Froude in a letter in 
X870, ’'deliberately intend to shake off the colonies. They' 
'/ are privately using their command of the situation to make ' 
'-the separation inevitable.” * The rumour was probaUy. 
unjustified, but it was sufficient to set in motion a reaction ^ 
'against separation.' The revival showed itself outwardly in' 
the”1h>iindatiQn In 1868 of the Royal Colonial Institute, with ; 
itl^ .i^Otto *' United Empire,” by a number of enthusiasts, 
who vrisbed to arouse public interest with regard to the 

QebUjd by'Ewart, Kingdom Papars, I.p.. 40. 



''s<'co^o^niviALt!i^’'of 

Cd^ies: il showed itself also in the reading of a nnmWf 
papers on colonial questions at the Social Sdehcd <^hgh^ 
held at Bristol in i86g. The campaign ^ms begun was carried: 
dn in the following years by the holding of important confer-' 
ences and meetings in London to discuss Imperial proldeins« 
and to combat separatism. In a very short time poUtidans 
of all parties had forgotten that they had ever doubted, and 
were professing their faith in the future of the Empire. ■ By 
1871 the early Imperial Federation Movement was in fuU 
swing. 

These developments were the outward expression of deep^ 
causes. Cobden’s prediction in 1846 of the speedy coming ■< 
of universal Free Trade (the " Calico Millennium " as Carlyle 
dubbed it) seemed for a time to be justified by the rapid, 
spread of the doctrine in the following twenty years. But . 
the revival of militarism in Europe in the seventies, and the 


consequent spread of protectionism, accompanied by a 
development of continental industries, caused the self-govern¬ 
ing colonies and the tropical dependencies to be regarded in a 
new light, that is, .as possible sources of raw material and of 
soldiers. An Imperial Zollverein, or customs union, which 


would place the resources of the Empire at the disposal of 
British industries, and at the same time secure them a ready 
market, still seemed a possibility, despite the strong tendency 
towards protectionism in the Colonies. And as Lord Salisbury 
showed at the Colonial Conference of 1887, there was also a 


hope in England that a Kriegsverein. or Union for “ military 
** purposes,” might be possible. 

But there was something much deeper in the revival than 


these rather sordid calculations of the market place and the 
barracks. There was the gi owing articulateness of the masses 
' of the people, at last awakening to the separatism of theft, 
ruling dasses. Mid-Victorian England was a Middle Clai^ 
England, and the special contributions of the Middle Class 
to English colonial policy were Responsible Government and 
Pessimism. The first contribution was accepted by every one 
. except a small number of irreconcilables who clung obstinatdy 
to the dead body of British supremacy. The second cqiitri- 
,butioa was acquiesced in by the great majority of ^pse 





' 

politically, that is^ thO Upper 'azi 4 lifid^e" 


But it'was not accepted by the unenfranchised masses of 
the people, and their faith was no less real because it was noi- 
articulate. ** The people of this country/* wrote Roebuck 
in 1849, never acquiesced in the opinion that our 

"colonies are'useless; and they look with disfavour upon. 
" any sch^e of policy which contemplates the separation 
" of the Mother Country from the colonies. For this opinion 
" the people have sddom beeii able to render an adequate 
" reason.'*/^ The cause of this faith is not far to seek. They 
were too deeply involved in the daily grim realities of an 
industrial system, run on the " economic man " theory of 
the economists, to accept a colonial policy of separation 
which frankly based itsdf upon this theory. Colonists they 
knew not as " economic men *' but as their own friends, 
thdr kinsmen and their relatives. The very word colony 
was a word of hope, .-which caused many a wistful look and 
brought many a bright dream into the dullness of wage^eaming 
England. The colonies were places which gave the freedom, 
the security, the opportunity, which England denied. In 
Australia a working man might even have a vote—a fact 
which Th^ Times in z86z deplored on the ground that it was 
impossible for a colonial democracy to work in harmony 
with a House of Commons " elected by constituencies in whidi 
" the democratic element is tempered by a large admixture 
** of property and intelligence.”* In 1867 it was made 
possible for some working men to have a vote even in England, 
and ” property *’ and ” intelligence ** at Westminster and 
in Whitehall were not slow to bring their colonial policy into 
line with the will of those whom they now playfully called 
their " masters.'* 

It was colonial loyalty to the English people, joining hands 
with'English loyalty to their oversea kin, that brought to an 
end the period of doubt. The aristocratic Whigs and Tori«* ’ 
who governed England on Middle Class principles, found 
great difficulty in understanding the strange sentimental 

The CcloHtes of^Englanet (1849). p. 8. 

* The Times, Oct. 21, i86i. 
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* « 

' loyalty to the old homdand whidi was one of the first thutgs 
to strike every visitor to the Colonies. The colonial governors 
remarked upon it with surprise and plq^ure.* 

Tliere arc, it is true, traces of a sepai'atist movement in’ 
Canada, and also traces of some separatist feeling in Australia, 
round about the year 1850. But in both cases they are only 
the surface form taken by protests against English misgovern- 
ment or mistakes in policy. The annexation movement in 
Canada in 1849 was caused mainly by the effect upon Canadian 
trade and industry of the sudden reversal of English com¬ 
mercial policy. The unrest in the Australian Colonies about 
the same time was due mainly to the obstinate attempts of 
English statesmen to continue the policy of transportation, 
which treated the colonies, in Molesworth's phrase, as “ the 
*' moral dunghill of Great Britain,*" and against which the 
Colonists protested with a fitting counter proposal that they 
should repay cargoes of convicts with *' cargoes of sniikes.*'** 
But these were little more than passing gusts, which dis¬ 
turbed for a moment the steady stream of colonial loyalty, 
and were gone. Durham's faith was fully justified: freedom 
won the affection of the Colonists as nothing else could have 
done. Merivalc in 1861 described eloquently the great change 
that Responsible Government had brought about: “ The 
magnitude of that change—^the extraordinary rapidity of 
*' its beneficial effects—^it is scarcely possible to exaggerate. 
*'. . . The cessation, ^ if by magic, of the old irritant sores 
between colony and motlier country is the first result. . . . 

** Confidence and affection towards the * home * still fondly 
** so termed by the colonist as well as the emigrant, seem to 
"supersede at once distrust and hostility. Loyalty, which 
*' was before the badge of a class suspected by the rest of the, 
" community, becomes the common watchword of all . . .V* 
There is nothing very subtle-and complex about this loyalty. ; 
It grows side by side with another and even stronger loyalty, 
that owed by the Colonist to his own growing communily. 

1 Cf. Sir Wm. Denison : Varieties of Vice-Regal Experience. 

* Adderley: Review of Colonial Policy of Lord John RussdTs Ad» 
ntinistraHoni etc. (iSfig). * 

^ Lectures on Colonisation and Colonies (1861 ed.}, Vol. II, p. 641I ‘ 
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^ But H'lsriiot fdf that these two loyalties dash or are likdy 
to da^in any serious way. Threats to one or to the other— 
interference with self-'govemment, or talk of separatism^ 
arouse vigorous protests. Protests against separatist talk 
\or action in England were at length listened to there with 
respecti because ignoring them might mean that they would 
grow loud enough to reach the ears of the new ** masters.^* 

So ended‘^the period of doubt and the policy of drift. 
English statesmen bowed to the will of the people of England 
to remain united with their kinsmen overseas, and to the will 
of the oversea communities to keep in the closest touch with 
the old nation from which they had sprung. 

The revival of belief in the Empire was accompanied by 
a great outburst cf activity in the devising of plans for its 
better goveniment. Before considering these plans we must 
examine very briefly the general situation as it presented 
itself to many observers in England. By 1870 the instability 
of Responsible Government had become apparent. Of 
Durham's list of " Imperial powers *’ only foreign policy 
was left intact. If the Colonics were allowed to encroach 
on this last citadel would not the unity of the Empire be^ 
destroyed ? The situation seemed urgent. In 1867 Canada 
achieved federation, at a time when the Americal Civil War 
had revealed-to her the vital importance of foreign policy. 
Similarly the Australian Colonics were beginning to realise 
the importance of foreign policy. The intrusion of European 
})owers into the Pacific—^resulting finally in the annexation 
of Tahiti by France in 1880, and in the annexation of Northern 
New Guinea by Germany in 1884, after a fruitless attempt 
had been made by Queensland to forestall her—^had brought 
home to the Australian people the need of a national federal 
government. It was not likdy that cither Canada or Australia 
would be content for much longer to remain dependencies 
of Gre^ Britain in these, vital matters. The Government 
of the Empire must therefore be reconstructed in some way 
with the objects (i) of giving the Colonies some voice in 
foreign affairs and of checking any further divergent tenden¬ 
cies, (2) .of combining the e(/>nomic and military resources 
of the Colonies with those of the United Kingdom. 



« BRmSH commOJiwealth of nations 

Hie solutions discussed in England during the next thirty 
years were of three main types: (i) Imperial Union, 
(2) Imperial Federation, (j) Imperial Co-operation, or 
** Alliance.” Of these most attentiofi was concentrated on- 
the second, the first being a mere survival from the earlier 
period, and the tliird a conception, which, though it originated 
in England, was not very welcome there, and found its chief 
foothold in the Colonics. 


I. IMPERIAL UNfON 

Imperial Union, as wc have seen, was the solution which 
found some favour in England before the American Revolution. 
But although suggested several times before and after 1840, 
it had little life left in it after Responsible Government was 
well established. The growth of the Colonics in political 
power thrust it further into the background. As Merivale 
had pointed out in 1841, Imperial Union with representation 
. in the House of Commons involved logically the impossible 
course of doing away with the colonial Assemblies. If, 
however, the as.semblies wt'rc retained, and colonial representa¬ 
tives attended the House of Commons for the purpose of 
voting on Imperial questions, it would be impossible, in a 
Parliament which dealt both with these questions and with 
the domestic concerns of the United Kingdom, to prevent the 
colonial representatives from interfering with ttiese latter 
concerns. But the really insuperable difficulty was that no" 
colony which liad tho option would ever have consented to 
barter away any poi Lion of its right of .sclf-taxation in return 
for an infinitesimal representation in the English House of 
Commons. 

But although its obvious defects made Imperial Union 
quite impossible as a practical proposal, it left a legacy of 
ideas which have strongly influenced the Imperial Federation 
movement. The federal idea grew up almost imperceptibly 
out of the idea of Imperial Union. It was, indeed, regarded 
for long as merely a modified forpi of Imperial Union, embody- • 
ing the essential ideas of the latter, but avoiding its defects 



MEANING OF RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT 

of machinery. There was scarcely any recognition of the 
fact that Imperial Federation involved the creation of an 
international state; was indeed commonly spoken of as 
creating merely a national federal state like that of the German 
Empire, or the United States of America. The step from the 
idea of Imperial Union to that of Imperial Federation was 
no very long one, once the development of the steamship and 
the cable had gone far to meet the objection that distance and 
inaccessibility made colonial representation impossible. The 
further objection that colonial representatives must inevitably 
interfere with the domestic affairs of the British Isles, could 
then be easily disposed of by the application of the federal 
principle with its division between central and local powers. 
Tlie domestic affairs of the United Kingdom could be handed 
over to a subordinate United Kingdom parliament, corres¬ 
ponding to the new federal parliament of Canada, whilst the 
Imperial Parliament representing all self-governing parts of 
the Empire would confine itself to Imperial questions. 


2 . IMPERIAL I'KIIERATION 

The term Imperial Federation was used very loosely in the 
discussions of this period, and neglect of this fact has led to 
much confused thinking on the part of some of those who 
have writtoii about the early movement. The term was 
freely applied to any scheme of government which aimed at 
preserving the unity of the Empire—including schemes for 
the representation of the Colonics in the House of Commons, 
for advising councils of Agents General or of Resident Cabinet 
Ministers, and even for sucli monstrosities as the conversion 
of the House of Lords into an Imperial Senate by the 
admission of retired Governors as the representatives of the 
Colonies. But it is necessary for the sake of clear thinking 
to restrict the use of the term to the conception of a central 
Imperial Parliament with an Imperial Executive responsible 
to it, the Parliament directly representing tiio pcoiiles of the 
self-governing portions of the •Empire, and exercising certain 
powers over them-rsuch as the-control of foreign policy and 
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defence, and of the taxation necessary to {ffoyide for these 
iunctions. No scheme which does not provide at least, 
this minimum, can without abuse of language or confusion of 
thought be described as truly federal. 

When was this conception clearly set forth for the first 
time ? The question is not easy to answer because the 
origins of Imperial Federation arc still wrapped in some 
obscurity.^ It is therefore sufficient for our purposes to 
.observe that the idea emerged with fairly clear and definite out¬ 
lines from tne discussions on the Imperial problem whicli took 

> The conditions of any widespread movement in the direction of 
Imperial Federation did not arise till towards 1870. The conditioa? 
were supplied by the converging together about this time of three 
distinct lines of events : (7) the revival of faith in the Empire and of 
interest in the “ colonial question ” ; (2) the rapid progress of steam 
navigation, and the successful laying of the Atlantic cable in x866; 
(j) the revived interest in feder^sm caused by the American CilHl 
War. the publication of Freeman’s History of Federal Government in 
1863, Canadian Confederation 1867. German Federation in 1871. 
Omitting vague phrases like Robert Lowe’s '* mighty confederacy ’* 
(1844) [Lahillicre : Federal Britain (X894). P* or Wakefield's " federa¬ 
tive relations " (Art. of Col,, 1849. p. 320}. tlie first occasion upon which 
the idea of Imperial Federation emerges with any clearness seems to 
have been in a lecture delivered in New Zealand by J. K. Godley, in 
1852. (Labilli^rp, p. 8.) The idea is again suggested in an artide 
contributed to the December number of the Quarterly Review, in 1853. 
(Durt: Imperial Architects (1913), p. 1x3. Although Burt docs not 
mention the fact, this appears to be one of the first occasions upon 
which the term " Imperial Federation '* was used.) It is evident that 
a good deal of isolated discussion on the subject took place before the 
apparently sudden outburst in 1S71. Guldwin Smith in xSfia-f 
mentions the idea as if it were already a familiar one. He refers to 
the suggestion of a “ federal government" which " must be made, in 
" the matters belonging to its jurisdiction, supreme over all the national 
*' Governments, including the Pritish Crown." (The Empire, p, 85.) 
Adderley, in 1869. shows that ho has quite definitely grasped the 
conception, although he dismisses it as impracticable. (Review, etc., 
p. 420.) He mentions (p. 12). that he had once taken part in " a kuig ■ 
** controversy with Mr. Godley, and Mr. Howq of Nova Scotia, on 
“ question. ..." lliat the conception was by no means widdy spread 
in i8ti9, seems clear from the fact that it was not even mentioned in 
the papers read at the Social Science Congress held at Bristol, nor at 
the Cannon Street Hotel meetings held later in the same year 
(LabiUiere, pp. 20-36), and that sfn ardent federalist like LabxHi^xie 
does not seem to have heard the gospel till 1871. 
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Idabfe brl^D<i<»i between 1868 and 18^, and tliat it was 
brought before the public in two articles contributed in 1871 ' 
by a barrister named JSdward Jenkins to' the January and' 
April numbers qf the Contemporary Review. Later in the' 
year, what seems to have been the first public discussion upon 
the subject took place. Thence onward there was a steady 
flow of discussions in the Royal Colonial Institute and else¬ 
where, and of pamphlets and books. This lasted without a 
break for about twenty-five years, then slackened oil some- , 


. what. 


The outstanding facts of the early movement are soon 
told. The adhesion of W. E. Forster in 1870 gave standing 
to it, and the publication of Seeley's Expansion of England 
in 1883 spread the idea broailcast. The Imperial Federation 
League was founded in 1884, in mure or less conscious imita¬ 
tion of the Anti-Corn Law i.eagne, and with the confident 
expectation that similai' methods of propaganda would 
produce an equally speedy and successful issue. The glamour 
of the phrase " Imperial Federation/' its promise of a speedy 
xonsummation of Imperial nnily, and tiie enthusiasm of its 
advocates, attracted prominent statesmen of all parties 
both in England and in the Colonics. “ The League," wrote 
LabJlli^rc, tme of its founders, " established many branches 
" in this country, a very strong one in Canada, and some in 
“ Australia. It circulated a large amount of literature upon 
** the subject, and by public meetings and lectures did much 
" to familiarise the public mind of the Empire with the ^ 
'' question."^ But despite all this energy and enthusiasm 
the cause of Imperial Federation made little real headway. 

' It became incieasingly clear that the Colonies were unwilling 
to surrender themselves to a federation, and desired something 
more in the nature of an intimate " alliance." While Imperial 
Federation remained a vague aspiration to which each member 
could attach his own meaning, the League was able to inain- 
.taih a show of unity. It broke up finally in 1893, mainly 
as a result of its first attempt to frame a definite scheme. 

The teal interest of the early Imperial Federation move- ' 
■meat lies, not in the particular schemes which were vaguely 

, I Federal Britain (1894), p. 30. 
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outlined, but in the ideas of ^hich they were the imperfect 
expression. The importance of an examination of these 
ideas is that they have influenced in many important respects 
the fundamental conception of the modern movement, of 
which the chief representatives are the Round Table Group. 
I do not mean that the leaders of the present movement in 
England have consciously studied and adopted the ideas of 
the earlier movement. But they have unconsciously absorbed 
a tradition, fundamental assumptions, and modes of thought. 
The suljtlu influence of traditions of tliis kind lies in the 
fact that, because they fonn the very structure and back¬ 
ground of the mind, their presence is rarely questioned or 
even noticed. 

It is interesting to note the spirit in which the pioneers 
of the early movement approached their task. It seemed to 
them that all that was needed was to spread the idea of 
^mperii'd Federation abroad; they were confldent that its 
simplicity and its grandeur would win it universal acceptance. 
The task was by no means a diflicult one. The federalists 
had no rival schemes to encounter ; " They and they only," 
WTote one of them in 1875, " have a clear, definite and satis- 
" f.-ictory policy for the future."' flow could there, indeed, 
be any alternative to federation except separation ? Their 
only opponents must be cither separatists or narrow-minded 
provincialists, and both receive no more mercy than such 
people should. An Imperial F'ederation would not be difficult 
to establish—^more easy in Jact than inter colonjid federation 
in Australia, said Labilliere, himself once a Victorian. Not 
every federalist agreed that it was so simpic, but most agreed 
that it was very urgent. We meet the famous dilemma 
at the very outset: " Federation or disintegration,” wrote 
Edward Jenkins in 1871. A few years later this has become 
the confident generalisation, almost universally accepted by 
the federalists that at " a certain period of its growth, one of 
“ two alternatives must happen with all the self-governing 
" colonies of Great Britain, Federation or 'disintegration.' '** 
We should remember that the disintegration thus predicted 

* l.abillii*'rc, op. cil., p. 57. 

2 Sir Frf‘derick Young : imperiai Federatton (1876), p. xii. 
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jneant to the writers the stern and robust separation of the 
old political theory—a parting possibly in anger, and at best 
to be followed only by ?a single-plank alliance of the familiar 
type. To some the sands alvc^ndy appeared very low in the 
glass. It is as dear as noonday," wrote Jenkins in his 
second article in 1871, that if wc do not arrange for a more 
" complete union, only some singular interposition of 
*' Providence can prevent the raising of that crucial question 
*' which shall sever Canada from the Empire." " Con- 
** federation or confusion,” he says. “ In a nutshell . . . 
" we cannot go back; we cannot remain as we arc; our 
" only chance of unity is Federation." The question of 
federation " towers inimeasural*)y above all otliers in impr.rt- 

ance and grandeur," wrote Labilliere in 1875. " Upon 
" its skilful handling depends nothing less than the momentous 
" issue whether, within a century, the greatest Empire the 

world can ever see shall be made or marred.”' Between 
the making and the marring, belween federation and separa¬ 
tion, it was agreed, there could be no pemunient alternativ'e. 
Co-operation, alliance, con federal ioji—all would crack and 
go to pieces at the first big strain, the first war. 

What was conceived to be the nature and pnipose of an 
Imperial Ferlcration ? It was looked ujxin as the w'elding 
together of tlie scattered fragments of a nation into a national 
federal state; and its purpose was, according to its critics, 
power, or, as some of its advocates preferred to put it, power 
for service and mutiinl aid. 

When Seeley coined his great phrase* the " Expansion of 
" England," when he spoke of Canadians and Australians as 
*' merely Englishmen across the seas," and of the Colonies as 
“ so many Kents," he was s{)eaking in the line of a great 
tradition, which, as wc have seen, ran back unbroken to the 
very dawn of the Empire. It was a tradition which was very 
strong in the early Federation movement. Sir Frederic 
Young in his book Imperial Uederation, published in 1876, 
spoke of the project as being but a further step in a long 
historical process—the extension of government from England 
to Great Britain, from Great Britain to the United Kingdom, 

, * op. rit., p. 57. 
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from the United Kingdom to Grater Britaih overseas r ^ttd 
such analogies have continued up to "the present day to 
place in the writings of advocates of" Imperial Federation. 
“ In this process followed without interruption for more 
“ than six hundred years," wrote Sir Frederic Young, " we 
*' have at once the model and the example to be followed now. 
" in order to bind the whole Empire into a homogeneous and 
indissoluble union. Why sliould the Australasian group. 
" the Cape, and the Dominion of Canada, not be regard^ 
"as an extension of the counties of England, sending their 
" proper proportion of representatives—^jnst as Middlesex 
" and Yorksliire, Cornwall and Northumberland—^to the 
" Britidi Parliament."' The question was, as Labilli^re 
put it in 1875. one of " national unity." Lord Rosebery, 
at a meeting of the League in 1889, spoke of " what is called 
'* Imperial or National Federation."* The*fact of common 
race blinded most of the federalists to tlic fact of divergent 
nationalities. Even whilst they argued, the problem had 
ceased to be one of " national unity," and had become one of 
international government. So far as their fundamental ideas 
of government were concerned many of them had moved little 
beyond the "one nation one state" idea expressed by Sir 
Robert Peel in 1838, when he argued that even if " the 
" majority of the people of Canada were disaffected to the 
" British Goyemment," this was no reason for releasing 
them from their allegiance. The principle, he said, might 
equally be applied " to a part of England if that part uxpres^d 
itself dissatisfied with the rule of Enghind "; and he gave 
as an example the Isle of Wight 1 * 

Tlic Imperial P'ederation movement was closely allied 
to the early Tory distrust of Responsible Government, and 
many of the federalists both in England and in Canat^ 
shared the Tory dislike and distrust of the United Stat^-^ 
tlie dreadful example of what a. too liberal policy Ini^t 
produce. Each fre^ extension of the area of Responribto 
Government seemed to widen the breach in the Imj^rial 


> pp. 2-3. 

* Quoted In Wonfola: Emptf0 oh the Anvil (i9i<^), . 

* Quoted by A. Mills : Colonial ConsHMiijm (1856). p. 
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' State, and aroused protests against the policy of disin¬ 
tegration. The attitude of T/ta Times in i86i is typical. ‘ 
It protests against thp “ fatal gift ” of the right to alter the 
franchise. It complains that the Colonial Office has been 
cowed into inertness,” and has offered no resistance to the 
adoption by the Colonics of ” a complete system of protection 
** in defiance of the policy of tlic mother country ”; and 
it demands that ” the Imperial Government should assert 
” itself a little, and try to bring some order out of the chaos 
which it has created.” The idea that Imperial Federation 
might heal some of the breaches made in the Imperial State 
by Responsible Government, was well expressed in tlie speech 
in which Disraeli, in 1872, virtually pledged the Conservative 
Party to ” a great policj' of Imperial consolidation,” in 
opposition to what he called the subtle attempt of Liberalism 
” to effect the disinte^ation of the British Empire.” ** Self- 
" Government,” he said, ”... ought to have been conceded 
” as part of a great policy of Imperial consolidation. 

” It ought to have been accompanied by an Imixirial tariff, 

” by securities for the people of England for the enjoyment 
” of unappropriated lands . . . and'by a military code which 
" would have precisely defined tlic means, and the responsi- 
“ bilities, by whicli the Colonics should be defended, and by 
” which, if necessary, this country should call for aid from 
” the Colonics themselves. It ought further to have been 
” accompanied by the institution of some representative 
" council in the metropolis, which would have brought the 
” Colonies into constant and continuous relations with the 
“ Home Government.”® The feelings with which the leaders 
of the Conservative party regai'ded the process whereby a 
linodted Responsible Government was rapidly passing into 
full Dominion autonomy, could not have been better expressed. 
By 1872 the chance of getting control over the colonial lands 
hud gone for ever, and tlic possibility of securing an Imperial 
tariff was remote, but imperialists like Disraeli still dreamed 
of being able some day to enter the diplomatic congresses 
of Europe as the supreme representatives of a gi'cat 

® October 2z. ' 

■ Speeches (1882), V'ol. II, p. 530. 



m BRITISH COMMONWEALTH OF NATIONS 

Imperial suixir-statc—holding in their hands the power 
and resources of the Colonies as well as the army and navy 
of England. 

Ever since the movement first f 5 egan, the strongest 
argument of its advocates has been that by moans of federa¬ 
tion alone could the Enijiirc be made powerful enough to 
face a world in arms. But in the writings and speedies of 
federalists “ power for defence ’* [>:issed .so often and so easily 
into words which could only be summed up as meaning 
“ power for aggression," that op]X)ncnts found an easy mark 
for their shafts. One of the chief arguments used against 
Imperial Federation was that it was at bottom a project fur 
world domination, or would be interpreted as such by the 
nations. The ideal of Imperial Federation, .saitl John Morley, 
" is a great Roman Empire which shall be capable, by means 
“ of tl«-ets and armies, of imposing its will upon the world. 

And many who w'eie auytliing but separatists, shared the 
opinion expressed in 1891 by Goldwin Smith in combating 
the argument that an Imperial Federation could iiiipose 
peace upon the world : " Surely the appearance of a world- 
" wide power, gras}Bij]g all the waterways and all the points 
" of maritime vantage, instead of propagating pt'ace, would, 
*' like an alarm gun, call the nations to battle."* 

The thought of the early Imperial Federation niovcnient 
may be seen at its best in Labillidre's paper on The PolUical 
Organisation of the Empire read at the Royal Colonial Institute 
iu iSSi.® This was a brilliant attempt to distinguish between 
" Imperial " and " Provincial ” powers, and to determine 
what powers were absolutely essentitd to the siicc'cssful 
walking of an Imperial Federal Govenimcnt. He is led, 
" by the irresistible and most practical logic of facts," to 
the conclusion which he sums up in " four sentences." 
*' Common defence involves common expense; common 
" defence and danger confer the right of common control 

1 Quoted by Labilli^, op. ctt., p. 162. 

* Canada and the Canadian Question (1891), p. 265. 

® Proceedings, R.C.l, A good general statement of the ideas of 
the early movement is to be found in Parkin: Imperial Federaiion 
(1892). 
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"of foreign affairs, from which danger may arise, and of 
" the forces required for defence ; common control must be 
" by common representation; common representation is 
" Imperial Federation."‘ In his emphasis upon the indis¬ 
soluble bond existing between the tiilogy of Imperial 
Federal powers, defence, foreign affairs, and tax;ition, and 
upon the requirement that " a complete Imperial Government 
"should have diiect ix)\ver to levy taxes, and nut merely 
" impose subsidies, upon the various Provincial Govenimcnls 
"of the Empire"; in his insistence that the control of 
the Provincial Icgi.slaturcs over their own fiscal arrangements 
need be in no way disiiirlx d by Imperial Federation ; in 
his warning that India was so vitally connected with Britisli 
Foreign ]>oUry that serious diflieulties might arise if she were 
not controlled by the h'ederal Parliament, and that if she w^'ro 
not so controlled ihe Colonies would be excluded from a share 
in the largest pJirt of the " White Man's Bui<len " ; and in 
other resfHicts—Labillidrc curiously anticipates the arguments 
and even the phraseology of ihe Round Table School of 
federalists. 

But such a clear and unconipromising conception of 
Imperial Federation can hardly he laken as fypicnl of the 
early movcmeiil. As the movement developed, and notes 
of dissent began to arrive from the Ojltniics, it became 
apparent that any talk of taxing them or inlerforiiig with 
their autonomy was dtuigerous, or at least undiplomatic. 
After the foundation of the League in 18R4, much effort 
was expended in attempting to persuade colonial opinion 
that Imperial Federation did not ncccssaiily involve taxation, 
or any interference with colonial autonomy as it then existed. 
Direct approach to Imperial Federation being difficult, 
several of the leaders of the movement turned their attention 
to the devising of indirect methods of approach—by way, 
that is, of advisory councils composed of Agents General, 
or even of Resident Ministers.® These proposals attracted 

1 P. 26. 

* Cf. article by the veteran ex-Colonial Secretary, Lord Grey: 
Nin^eerUh Century, June, 1879. 'TIic Marquis of 1 x>rnc. and Mr. R. 
Stout, tlien Premier ol New 2 ^caland, in the April issue of 1883, and the 
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more attention and support both in England and in the 
Colonies than the more rigid schemes of parliamentary 
federation. But we must beware pf reading into such 
proposals any genuine acceptance of the ideal of alliance ” 
between equals, which was then taking root in the Colonics. 
Tlic Councils were intended to be advisory to the Imperial 
Government, not the medium for conferences between equal 
governments. 

All this discussion of the problems of government was 
extremely valuable. It not only helped to rouse public 
interest in the Empire, but also did much to clear the issues 
and to make possible another great step forward in the 
dcvel<>pmont of the Empire into an effective Society of 
States. Tills step began with the summoning of the first 
Colonial Conftsrence in 1887, and the League was not only 
partly responsible for inducing the British Government to 
take this step, but also sought to secure the regular holding 
of such Conferences. 

But this was work which led awfiy from, rather than towards, 
Imperial Federation. The efforts of the League in this 
latter direction were a complete failure. Although its 
enthusiastic propaganda seemed for a time to have secured 
a wide acceptance of the idea of Imperial Federation, this 
success was more apparent than real. It was gained only by 
the adoption of a policy of studied vagueness. By treating 
Imperial Federation as if it were synonymous with the much 
wider and more general concept of Imperial Unit}> the League 
was able to rope in many who were not strictly federalists— 
men. for example, like Sir John Macdoiiald, for eighteen 
years Prime Minister of Canada, and Sir Cliarles Tupper 
his colleague. Both were members of the League, but 
both looked askance at the idea of Parliamentary 
federation," and regarded the difficulties in its way as 
insuperable.^ 

Marcli issue of 1887, respectively, advocated an advisory Coundl of 
Resident Colonial Ministers. 

‘ Cf. Tupper: Recollections of Sixty Years, p. 249; also his Life 
(Ed. by Saunders), Vol. II. p. 38. Cf. also Pope : Memoirs of Sir John 
Macdonald, Vol. II, pp. 214-22. 
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Tlie moment the League departed from its original policy 
of vagueness and attempted in 1891 to draft a definite scheme 
for the government •of the Empire, acute conflict arose 
between its divergent elements, and led ultimately to its 
■^dissolution in 1893.^ There were three conflicting parties: 
(i) Those who took a broad view and urged full parliamentary 
federation as the only practical means of securing the general 
government of the Empire—this was also the free trade 
group; (2) the military party who looked on federation 
primarily as a means of securing contributions from the 
Cofonics for the English army and navy; (3) the preferential 
trade group who, whilst regarding anything like parliamentary 
federation as impracticable, desired to secure Imperial ’.inity 
by means of commercial bonds supplemented by some sort 
of consultative Council. 'Ihc scheme finaJly accepted by 
the League embodied the views of this last parly h'd by Sir 
Charles Tapper, then High Commissioner for Canada. The 
scheme proposed to link together the self-governing nations 
of the Empire by means of (a) Imperial Preference and 
(ft) a Council of Resident Cabinet Ministers. > These pro¬ 
posals represented the advanced colonial rather than the 
English standpoint, the principle of alliance rather than the 
principle of federation ; and they anticipated in a remarkable 
way many of the sti*i>s which have since lieen taken in the 
development of inter-Iniperial relations. The authors of 
the scheme (who included Sir Charles Tupper, Lord Brassey, 
James Bryce and a number of others) must therefore be 
credited with unusual foresight. 

But proposals of this mild character satisfied neither the 
federalists par excellence nor the militarj' party, both of 
whom insisted on some form of parliamentary federation. 
The latter were put into an awkward position through the 
inadvertent publication of a private letter written in 1893 

* Rusdeii: History of Australia, Vol. Ill, p. 497. Sir Frederick 
Young: A Pioneer of Imperial Federation, p. 138 Labilli^re: 
op. cit. 

* Cf. article by Sir Charles Tupper m the Ntnetemth Ceatiiiy, Oct., 
1891. The scheme is reprinted ii» an appendix to Urasscy : Papers 
and Addresses : Imperial Federation, 1880-94, 
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by Sir Charles Tuppor to a friend in Canada.* Despite 
disavowals, wliich were fonnally accepted by Sir Charles, 
the incidciil helped to discredit the «L«a^ue, especially in 
Canada where the letter was published broadcast by the 
Dominion press. This incident, and the rejection of the 
League's scheme by Gladstone’s Ministry, principiilly on the 
ground that it would undermine Free Trade, led soon after 
to the dissolution of the League. With its dissolution the 
early federation movement practicallj^ came to an end, though 
it was nursed liack again into a feeble life by the efforts of 
Joseph Chamberlain (Colonial Secretary 1895-1903) to secure 
h'deratiou via the market place, and by the temporary 
stimulus of the Boer War. Its end maj'' be said to have come 
finally at the Colonial Conference of 1902.® 

How decisive this failure was, is indicated by the words 
used by Sir Charles Tupper in 1891 : “ Most people,” he 
wrote, " have come to the conclusion stated by Lord Rosebery 
" at the Mansion House, that a Parliamentary Federation, 
” if practicable, is so remote, that during the coming century 
” it is not likely to make any very great advance.”® Rosebery 
himself, once the President of the League, capped these words 

' The letter stated that “ the most active members of the Imperial 
*' Federation Ltiap^uc ivrrc mainly interested in levying a large con- 
" tribiition on the revenues of the Colonies fur the support of the Army 

and Navy of England." Life of Tapper, Ed. by Saunders, Vol. II, 
II 170. Cf. Denison : Sirusgle for Imperial Unity, p. 79, 

- The divergent elements in tlie original Imperial Federation League 
nnally sorted ihcmselvos out iiito three separate Leagues, (a) The 
preferential trade section were leprcsentcd by the United Empire 
Trade League, founded in 1891. [b) The military party established 

in 1S91 the Imperial Federation (Defence) -League, wliich henceforth 
devoted itself to die task of " poiiiting out the short-comings of the 
" Colonics, and demanding cash contributions to the Army and Navy " 
(Denison, op. at., p. 199), than which, as Labillidre rather naively 
complained in Tlie Timer. : ” nothing could be more indiscreet." 
(Rusdeii, op. at., Vol III, p. 499.) In 190b, however, this body 
changed its name to the Imperial Co-operation I.eague. (c) Those 
who adhered to the original policy of the League—federalism, but 
without srhcme.s—siiccei'dcd in founding, in 1896, the Eritish 
Empire Trague, a borly now iiiapily cojicenied iMth questions of 
trade. 

•* TtecoUerhon^, etc., p 26^ 
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by asserting in 1899 that “ Imperial Federation in any form 
“ is an impossible dream.*' 

So far I have deglt mainly with English views of the 
“ Colonial question." In the two following chapters 1 will deal 
with the rise and the meaning of Colonial Nationalism, its 
ideal of free co-operation between equal " allies," and the 
working of its chosen instrument for the goveinraent of the 
Empire—^the methofl of Imperial (’onfereiicc*. 



CHAPTER IV 


THE RISE OF COLONIAL NA'ITONALTSM.’ AND OF 
THE COLONIAL IDJiAL OF ALLIANCE 


I. NATION AND STATE 


T he pitfalls in the way of clear thinking caused by 
the various senses in which lh(‘ word Nation is 
commonly used, make essential some preliminaiy 
dheussion of its meaning. The chief confusion is caused by 
the use of the word (i) as a political conrept, (2) as a cultural 
and ethnical concept. The word is sometimes used as the 
equivalent of “ State," as in the phrase " international 
relations,” meaning inter-State relations. " State " con¬ 
notes something purely political and legal in character—a 
clear-cut segment of humanity bound together in a single 
body politic. 

Th»- s(‘coiid meaning of the word Nation implies something 
much more subtle ami complex. The deep sense of belonging 
to each other which we imply when we speak of a group of 
people as a Nation, is primal ily psycJiokigical in character, 
and is due to a combination of factors which differ in number 
and in extensity in each case. The more inq^orlaiit of these 
factors arc simiiarity of tradition, race, language, religion, 
and geographical environment. It is ptissible for a man 
to belong to no Nation, to lack the cnlour and feeling of 
nationality, but it is almost impossible for any man to escape 


^ The phrase was popularised, if not in\cntcd, by Mr l^icharcl Jebb, 
whose Cidomal Naiiotialism, published in 1903, did much to help 
£ngli.shnien to realise that the Culonie.s had practically become inde¬ 
pendent stales which cxpre.ssed their idea of the nature of the Imperial 
connexion by the term " alliance ’* 
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being the citizen of si>me one State. Tlie Stale frontiers 
of the world are precise and unmistakable; but the borders 
of those vital and complex groupings of mankind, which we 
call Nations, are not easy to dciiiic. In some cases (for 
example modern France and Italy), Nation and State may 
practically coincide. In other cases (for tixample the United 
Kingdom) a State may contain several Nations or parts of 
several Nations. 

But it is difficult even in the case of such multi-national 
Stales, to find any example of a Nation which does not desire 
distinct p(jlitieal expression of some kind or other Where 
g, Nation is grouped in a mon: or less rompact area, and 
.shoN^s a ke<’n di'sire to develop its culturnl side in matters 
of religion, language, literalni*-, rAislom nnd so forth, we 
usually find evidence of n demand fi>r political institutions 
in some measure distinct from and indc'pendeiit of those of 
neighbouring Nations. Whether the Nation will be content 
with provincial autonomy or gws so far as to <lemand seimrate 
Statehood, depends largely on the peculiar circumstances 
of the case. Scottish and Welsh Nalionalisin would bi‘ wi‘ll 
satisfied by provincial Home Rule, like that enjoyed, say, 
by French Canada. But Irish Nationali.sin, liaving been 
brought to w'hitc heat by repression, and the memory of 
repression, finds it hard to bo content with anything less than 
a status approximating tt) full Dominion autonomy, or even 
complete indc'pendence. 

Colonial Nationalism affords an extrafu'dinarily interesting 
examples of a steadily growing national spirit expressing 
itself step by step in increased political indeix'iidencc until 
it finally achieves complete StateliO(Kl. Beginning as subject 
provinces on the ont(T fringes of a vast British Stale, the 
various British settlements in Australia achieved, with the 
assistance of the British Government, first provincial 
autonomy through the grant of Responsible Government, 
then a somewhat limited national autonomy tlirongli federa¬ 
tion, and, finally, as a result of the events of 1h^- last five 
years, complete Statehood. Each stage in this pro<!ess has 
been the expression of a marker! development in the si'iise of 
oneness or of community. Much tlie same development 
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has taken place- in Canada and Sotith Africa. In Australia 
Nation and State coincide perhaps more completely than any¬ 
where else in tlio world : Canada and South Africa, on the 
other hand, arc multi-national Stales. But in each of these 
two latter Dominions, the Nations of which the Dominion 
is composed, are gradually discovering in their common State 
a higher national unity and a higher loyalty which transcends, 
without destroying, the lesser loyalty. 


II. THE GROWTH OF CANADIAN NATIONHOOD 

It is not necessary for my purpose to trace the national 
development <»f each of the Dominions. It is sufficient to 
study the process in Canada, which in this respect has led 
the way for the other Dominions, and to compare with it 
very briefly the similar process in Australia. In making 
such a study attention must be given to two distinct but 
inseparably connected factors, which act and react upon one 
another in the most intimate way. These arc (i) the growth 
of national consciousness, and (2) the development of national 
institutions; and they arc related together as the soul and 
b(xly of which Spenser speaks in his couplet: 

Of the soul the body form doth take, 

“ For soul is form and doth the l>ody make " 

It is not easy to point to the firsJ dawning of national 
consciousness in Canada. There were the pioneer,; who saw 
the vision of a Canadian nation in the fifties : there were the 
" grey men before the pioneers " wlio suggested federation in 
the early years of the history of British Canada.* But there 
is no trace of any widespread acceptance of the idea of a 
Canadian nation in the forties and fifties. Even in the decade 
before federation the people of the various colonies seemed 
content to regard themselves as merely the inhabitants ot 

* Cf. Durham : Peport, Ed. Lucas, II, p. 305. " I wa.s fu'^tified 

'* by Anding the leading minds of the various Ckilonie.s strongly and 
'* generally inclined to a scheme that would elevate their countries 
*' into something like a national existence." 
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sdf-goveriiing provinces of Greater Britain. Those few who 
wished to end the connection with England regarded this 
step not as a means of establishing a united Canadian nation, 
but as a step towards incorporation in the United States. 

It must of course be remembered that “ far into the 
“ Victorian era Canada, whether French or British, was a 
"" dislocated community, with settlements set apart from 
“ each other as much by mud, swamp, and wood-land, as by 
" distance.”^ It is not surprising therefore that the move¬ 
ment which resulted in the Canadian federation of 1867 was 
not the product of anything like a fully developed national 
consciousness. It was mainly an outcome (i) of the desire 
to remove the political dcacHock which had arisen in the 
Province of Canada through the mechanical yoking together 
of French and English by the Act of 1840 ; and (2) of the 
necessity of strengthening the individual North American 
Colonics against the annexationist designs with which the 
United States was credited. There was, it is true, in the 
background an idea of national expansion, the idea of assert¬ 
ing a Canadian claim to the Great West, and as a means to 
this the hope of linking the Atlantic to the Pacific by a great 
trans-continontal railway. But on the whole it seems fair 
to say that the creation of a federal government was not looked 
upon by the people of the Canadian Provinces as an expression 
and a means to a Canadian nation, but rather as a measure 
to relieve the pressing necessities of Canadian provincial 
Ijolitics, and to check the aggressive tendcncitis of American 
nationalism. 

But although no well developed idea of a Canadian nation 
had spread widely amongst the people till some time alter 
1867, there is dear evidence in the debates wliich led to the 
framing of the Constitution, that many of the leading pro- 
vindal statesmen had a more or less clear vision of the future 
Canadian nation, and regarded federation as the first and 
most essential step towards this goal. Their long experience 
of provindal politics made them realise that a group of petty 
neighbouring provinces, each seeking its own local aims, could 
not achieve any true national* purpose—^jusl as we aie now 

' Morisnn, op cti., p. 12. 
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slowly realising that the ideal society of the classical economist^ 
a society composed of economic men each bent on his own self 
interest, could not produce out of itscaggregate of individual 
sel fishnesses any true social purpose. As the first step towards 
the Canada which they saw looming above its provinces, 
the " fathers of confoxlcratioii" sought to establish nationaT 
institutions capable of dealing with the national affairs (for 
example, defence, trade, communications), common to the 
whole group of British North American Colonies, and there¬ 
fore incapable of being effectively handled by any single 
Colony. Many of them believed that federation would be the 
main factor in building up a Canadian n«ational sentiment— 
a consciousness of unity springing from the fact of high pur¬ 
poses pursued in common, and a wider loyalty binding 
togelher, each to each. Nova Scotian, French Canadian, and 
United Einj)irc Loyalist. They saw, too, that only by cieat- 
hig a Canadian state exercising all the powers of a state, 
could the inhabitants of the Colonics in Canada be given a 
suificiently wide field of action and of responsibility to enable 
them to raise themselves above dependence, and to the level 
of human dignity reached by, say, the citizens of the United 
States, or of the United Kingdom. Nationalism thus meant 
the end of colonialism. But it did not necessarily mcafi the 
formal severance of the connection with the Mother Country. 
That connection, as all parties agreed, should be strengthened 
rather than weakened; but the more far-sighted leaders 
realised that it could not safely be strengthened unless it w'ere 
rebuilt upon a new basis—that of free co-operation between 
virtually independent states. 

There was, it is true, much unthinking assent to statements 
that federation would make jio change, must make no change, 
ill the colonial status. It was even possible for a member of 
the Canadian Legislature to be so sunken in colonialism as to 
say in the debates of 18C5 : " I believe there is nothing more 
“ ardently to be desired—^no greater glory attainable than for 
“ these colonies remaining for all time to come, as we are now, 
"dependencies of (Ireat Britain."' Aequiescence in phrases 

' ConfrJf ration Dthala (1SO5), p.*8io. Quoted by Ewart: Kingdom 
Paper, N^o. 21 (1917). 
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implying a continuance of the old subordinate colonial status, 
must not however blind us to the fact that the average view 
was closer to Canadian i^tionalism than to British colonialism, 
and that the latter was fast yielding to its rival. It is not 
uncommon to And politicians linking together in their minds 
a venerable political tradition with a young rival principle, 
without taking the trouble to sec whether the two can really 
be reconciled. In this case it was not easy to see at a glance 
that the new principle was necessarily an enemy of the old. 
Those who were content to look only at the surface of things 
would note that outwardly the old forms remained the same. 
The new Dominion, like the old Colonics, was to remain 
subject to the over-riding authoiit v of the British Parliament. 
Its very constitution was ti> be in form a British statute 
which Canadians had no legal power to amend. The Canadian 
provincial politician was human enough to be wonderfully 
comforted when he found the track of old familiar forms across 
the face of the new. In truth it was hardly fair to expect from 
the average politician any very clear view as to the ultimate 
meaning of Canadian federation. The formation of a nat ional 
federal government within the Empire was a new departure 
in British colonial history, and it was difficult for even the 
wisest statesmen in Canada or in England to see precisely what 
effect it would have upon the future relations between the 
two countries. 

But although it was impossible to foresee the exact changes 
which federation would make in Canada’s relations with 
the United Kingdom, the general line of development was 
clear enough to the more far-siglitcd of the Pimdiicial 
leaders. It is important to notice how confidently they 
predicted, in the debates and si>oeches w'hich preceded 
federation, that this step would make Canada in a few decades 
one of the great states of the world. Continually and in 
almost identical phrases they referred to federation as " the 
" foundation of a great state which might be rated as at 
"least the fourth nation of the world."* Non*- of these 

^ The Hon. George £. Cartier, the French CaiiaUiaii leader, in 
WJielan : Th» Union of the Ptovincen, pp. 24 and 10 (quoted by Ewart, 
of*, cit. See also the many similar examples quoted by Ewart from most 
of the Confederation leaders, ibid., pp. 369-^1). 
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leaders saw tlic ideal of a Canadian nation more dearly or 
pursued it more earncslly than Sir John Macdonald.* first 
Prinie Minister of the new Dominion, an office which he 
confinut'd to hold, save for a short break of five years, 
from iiSr)7 till his death in 1891. In view of his unique 
position amongst Canadian statesmen, the views of 
Macdonald are well worth study. 

Macdonald regarded fodi-ration as itnplying the final 
abandoiiincut of the old theory which looked upon a colony as 
an oiillyinf, portion of the British realm. In his view federa¬ 
tion w'oiild enal)le Canada to rise from a position of dependency 
to what would be, tcj all intents and purp<i,scs, the full stature 
of an iiidependenl state. Not that he 'entertained for a 
niomeiit the idea of severing the British cunncciion ; he had 
too high a sense of its value to lake such a step, and was tof) 
shrewd a politician not to kn»)w how strongly the majority 
of the Canadian people were attached to the Mother Country. 
His problem, therefore, was to discover some solution whicli 
would enable Canada to reach her full nutional development, 
but which w'ould not necessarily involve her formal severance 
from the British Emi>iro. The solution which suggested itself 
to his miiid was to seize the opportunity of federation to found 
" the Kingdom of Canada.” Tliere is no one place in the 
records of federation in which wc can find a full and reasoned 
account of this famous project. Several times in public' 
speeches Macdonald made guarded references to his scheme. 
Thus on one occasion he •lescribcd federation as " the noble 
” object of founding a great British Monarchy in connection 
"with the British Empire, and under the British Queen.’’* 
His caution in refening to his scheme was due to the hict 
that he was well aware of the danger of arousing violent con¬ 
troversy in Canada upon any of the main proposals of federa¬ 
tion. Colonialism was still sufficiently strong to upset— 
by a violent outcry against the alleged separatism of the term 

* Then Mr. J. A. Macdonald. With Cartier, Macdonald was the 
leading figure in the Canadian Cabinet, and became the first Prime 
Minister of the new Dominion. , 

* Whelan, op. ct 7 . Quoted by Ewart, op. ctf., p. 369. 
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** Kingdom of Canada "--the delicate adjustments so care¬ 
fully made between conflicting provincial interests.* 

For anything like a clear statement of Sii John's plan we 
are reduced to reliance*npon the statemiiits of critics of the 
fc-deral proposals, 'riiese proposals, as embodied in the 
Quebec Resolutions (i8()-|), wi.re introduced by Sir John 
Macdonald in the Legislative Assembly of the Province of 
Canada in i8l)5, and were passed after a lengthy debate. One 
of the main criticisms was that on certain important points 
the Resolutions were much too vague. " As to the state that 
" is to be created," said the Hon. Christopher Dunkin in the 
course of ail elaboiale criticism of the proposals, " we arc 
" left in the most delightful ambiguity. We may be honoured 
• with the dignity of a kingdom, or of a vice-roy.'ilty, or of wc 
" know not what. All we ar«‘ assured of is it is to be sonie,- 
" tiling better, higher and more giand than we now have."® 
By piecing together various bits of evidence from the speeches 
of Sir John Macdonald and of one or two of tin; otlier leaders, 
this critic seems to have arrived at a hdrly clear idea of their 
plan, which he sets forth as follows : "... Disguise it how 

" yon may, the idea that underlies Ibis plan is this, and 
" nothing else—tli.il we are to create here a something 
" kingdom, vice-royalty, or principality —something that 
" will soon stand in tlfe same position towards the British 
" Crown lluit Scotland and Ireland stood in before they were 
" legislatively united with England ; a something having no 
“ other tic to the. Empire than the one tie of fealty to the 
"British Crown. . . He went on to draw the dismal 

* Cf. a letter written by Sir John just before his departure for 
England in iSOG. Pope : Metnoirs, etc.. Vol. I, p. 308. 

■ ConfederaHon Debates, p. 488. Quoted by Ewart, op. at. 

“ Ibid., p. 527. In tlii.s connesiqn tlie reason given by Macdonald 
for the deliberate choice of the term " House of Common.s " to designate 
the Lower House of the Federal Parliament is worth notice. He said 
that Uie term was chosen because it showed “ that it represents the 
" Commons of Canada, in the same way that the English House of 
Commons represents the Commons of England, with the same 
*' privileges, the same parliamentary usage and the same parliamentary 
authority". 11 was thus intended to be a co-ordinate rather than a 
subordinate body. 
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concluHioji that Federation must either lead to the sheer 
“ utter impossibility" of “ legislative union ” or else to 
“ entire separation "; and rather tha|i face either alternative, 
ho preferred to leave things as they were. 

In his speech * introducing the Resolutions Sir John 
Macdonald was as usual very guarded in his references to 
the “ name and rank '' of the proposed federation. Her 
Majesty was to decide “ whether we are to be a vice-royalty 
" or whether wc arc still to retain our name and rank as a 
" province " ; but, well knowing tliat he and his fellow-dele¬ 
gates would be in London to see that Her Majesty took the 
right flecision on .such a vital point, he had " no doubt . . . 
" that the rank she will confer upon ns will be a rank worthy 
“ of our position, of our resources, and of our future.”* He 
laid great cmi>hasis upon the imaniniity with which the 
delegates had expressiHl " their desire to remain connected 
” with Cji'cal Britain.”® But his i-epealcd use of such teims 
as " viceroy,” ” vice-royalty,” " great nation,” ” friendly 
nation,” and so fortli, and his striking references to the 
nature of the bond as that of “a healthy and cordial 
“ alliance ”—^show fairly clearly what he had in his mind when 
he spoke of maintaining the connection. His conception was 
that of a group or ” alliance ” of equal and autonomous 
states linked together by a common Crown. 

What became of ” the Kingdom of Canada ” ? It was 
detealed by the Colonial Office in 1867. The story is referred 
to briefly by Pope in his Memoirs of Sir John Macdonald :* 
"Mr. Macdonald, impressed with the importance of the 
" monarchical term, made every effort tt' retain it; but for 
" the reason which he relates, the Imperial authorities would 
" not consent to its use.”* Pope comments on " the want of 
" appreciation shown by the Imperial autliorities of the 

* Ctmfedefalion Debates (1865) reprinted (in part) in Hgerton and 
Grant, op. cit., and (in full) in Keith: Selected Speeches and Documents 
on liritish Colonial Policy, Vol. I. 

* Keith, op. cit., pp. 321-22; cf, p. 296. 

* Ibid., p. 295. 

* Vol. II, pp. 

s The reason was the feer of Iiord Derby, then Foreign Minister, 
that the term Kingdom " would wound the sensibilities of the Yankees." 
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great work in hand. . . . Tlieir idea of what was to be 
" attained fell far short of the lofty conception of Mr. 
'* Macdonald. He waa intent upon founding a kingdom, 
" they upon effecting an arrangement which would result 
in the simpler administration of the Colonial Office.” Sir 
John's own view of the events of 1867 is well set out in a 
remarkable letter written to Lord Knutsford in July, 1889.^ 
After a lapse of more than twenty years the veteran statesman 
still refers regretfully to the “ great opportunity ” which was 
lost in 1867, owing to the lack of sympathy shown by the 
Imperial authorities: ” The union was treated by them as 
” if the B.N.A. Act were a private Bill uniting tw'o or three 
” English parishes. Had a diileicnt course been pursued— 
” for instance, had united Canada been declared to be an 
” auxiliary Kingdom, as it was in the Canadian draft of the 
“ Bill,* 1 feel sure (almost) that the Australian Colonies 
” would, ere this, have been appl5nng to be placed in the 
" same rank as ' The Kingdom of Canada.' ” 

Tlie fact that the Britisli Government should have welcomed 
” with cordial satisfaction ” the project of Canadian federa¬ 
tion when it first became a practical issue, and should have 
done all in their power to bring it to fruition, showed that 
they had learned the more important part of the lesson of 
1776." They had abandoned, as a necessary consequence 
of their acceptance of the principle of Responsible Govern- 

* Ibid. 

* It is apparent from Pope: Confederation Documents, that the 
term Dominion was a comproinise between the ideas of the Canadian 
delegates led by Sir John, and the ideas of the law officers of the Ciown 
working under the direction of the Colonial Office. The law officers 
wished to retain the term " Colony," while tlie delegates sought to 
adopt the term " Kingdom." The struggle which ensued, as sliown 
in the scries of parallel drafts drawn up by both parties, is well set out 
by Ewart: Kingdom Papers, Vol. II, pp. 382-3. The first draft 
prepared by the law officers provided that '* the said Three Colonies 
" sl^l henceforth form and be One Colony "; whilst the first draft 
of the delegates in which the blank left for the " rank and name " was 
filled up, provided that " the said Provinces . . , shall form and be 
“ one dominion under the name of the. Kingdom of Canada." 

3 Cf. Despatches from the Colonial Secretary to the Canadian 
Governor (1864-3), Keith, op. cit., I, pp. 264-8, 329-34. 

6 
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ment, the old policy of divide et impera. They now sought 
to encourage (and even to impose) federation, and not merely 
in Canada, but also in Australia (1647-50), and in South 
Africa in the seventies. But the Kingdom of Canada ** 
episode makes clear that they had not yet learned the lesson 
of 1776 completely; they were not yet prepared to recog¬ 
nise a federation as something more than a subordinate colony, 
or to admit it as a state potentially equal in status to the 
United Kingdom. 

The defeat in 1867 was perhaps inevitable when we 
remrmb(*r the conditions of the time. Sir John Macdonald 
needed a Canadian nation to support him in his struggle with 
the idea f)f British supremacy wliich still lingered on in Down¬ 
ing Street. But there was as yet no Caniidian nation ; 
even the name “ Canadian ” was bitterly resented in the 
provinces of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick.' It may well 
be that this defeat, and the realisation of its meaning, played 
no small part in stimulating Sir John and his colleagues to 
place in the forefront of their programme, all through the 
latter part of the Nineteenth Century, the development of 
Canadian nationhood. It was in the early days of federation 
that far-seeing Canadians formed a "Canada First” party, 
with the object of teaching " the duty of Canadians to 
" Canada,” and of stimulating the growth of a national sejiti- 
ment. " It must not be supposed,” said one of their leaders 
in 1870, " that the growth of a national sentiment will have 
" any tendency to weaken the connection between this country 
" and Great Britain. On the other hand it will strengthen 
" and confirm the bond of union.”* The construction of 
the Canadian Pacific Railway (decided upon in 1870 and com¬ 
pleted in 1885) was the first great enterprise of the Dominion, 
and it was definitely undertaken by the Macdonald Ministry 
as a measure essential to the building up of a Canadian 
nation.* It was with the same object in view that the Con¬ 
servative party in 1878 adopted the ” National Policy ” of a 
protective tariff for the encouragement of Canadian industry, 

' I)eni.son : Struggle for Intpetiai Unify. Ch I. 

* IVniRon, op. cit, p. 52. 

® Tupper : KecollecUons, etc., p. i2.\ ff. 
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and as a means of remedying in some measure the commercial 
dependence upon the United States, which appeared to hinder 
and at times even to endanger the growth of Canadian 
nationalism. 

To the same end a delegation of the Canadian Ministry, 
on a visit to England in 1879 under the leadership of the 
Prime Minister, Sir John Macdonald, prepared a remarkable 
Memorandum.' This document drew the attention of the 
British Government to the great changes which had come 
almost silently in the status of Canada. Tlie increasing 
importance of the national affairs of Canada made it essential 
that there should be close pcr^uIlal consultation between the 
governments. Furthermore the growing trade and comn^ercc 
of the Dominion with foreign nations was proviii; “ the abso- 
“ lute necessity of direct negotiation with them for the proper 
" protection of her interests.'* The Memorandum therefore 
urged that a Resident Minister ” should be appointed at 
the “ Court of St. James,*' who should communicate directly 
with the British (jovernment, and who “ should be duly 
*' accredited to foreign courts ” for the negotiation of com¬ 
mercial treaties between Canada and foreign countries. The 
closing words of the Memorandum arc important. They sliow 
how steadily Sir John and his colleagues were keeping before 
them the ideal of nationhood and alliance which formed the 
basis of the original project of the " Kingdom of Canada.” 
” The Canadian Government,” the Memorandum concluded, 
” attach great importance to this matter [the appointment of 
“ a Resident Minister] and hope that Her Majesty’s Govem- 
” merit will see no insuperable difiicully in giving the Canadian 
” representatives a diplomatic position at the Court of St. 
” James, and of exerting its influence to obtain the recognition 
” of such a position for him among the corps diplomatique. 

” The sooner the Dominion is treated as an aii.\iliary power, 

” rather than a dependency, the sooner will it assume the 
" responsibilities of the position, including the selllement of 
” its contribution to the defence of the Empire whereon and 

* Quoted in Life of Str Charles Tupper, Ed. by Saunders, Vol. I. 
PP- 275 ” 7 - Cf. also Keith: Select speeches, etc., Vol. H, pp 1^3 fF. 
(Memorandum and correspondence.) 



84 BRITISH COMMONWEALTH OF NATIONS 

wherever assailed." The immediate result of this Memo¬ 
randum was the creation of the office of High Commissioner for 
Canada, and a few years later in 1884 Sir Charles Tupper as 
High Commissioner " obtained for Canada the right to nego- 
" tiate commercial treaties with foreign countries."^ 

Thus by gradual steps Canada grew to nationhood. There 
were still the ultimate questions of foreign policy, of peace 
or war between herself and foreign powers, over which she 
had no direct control. But her indirect control over these 
matters was steadily growing. Even in the last two decades 
of the Nineteenth Century Sir Frederick Pollock’s description 
of the Dominions as " separate kingdoms having the same 
" king as the parent group, but choosing to abrogate that 
** part of their full autonomy which relates to foreign affairs " 
—had for practical purposes become true of Canada. She 
had almost become adult, but she had not yet asserted her 
full voice in the family councils. As a mark of her growth 
even within the short space of the first two decades after 
federation, it is interesting to notice the contrast between 
the attitude of American statesmen at the beginning and at 
the end of this period. In 1871 Sir John Macdonald had the 
greatest difficulty in persuading the American Commissioners 
that the approval of the Treaty of Washington by Canada was 
something more than a mere formality. Thus we find him 
writing to his colleague Dr, Tupper: " Wlien Lord de 
" Grey [one of the British Commissioners] tells them that 
" England is not a despotic power, and cannot control the 
" Canadian Parliament when it acts within its legitimate 
*' jurisdiction, they pooh-pooh it altogether." ® Very different 
is the note struck by the American Secretary of State in a 
letter to Sir Charles Tupper written in 1887, only sixteen years 
later. " Well Sir Charles, the confederation of Canada and 
" the construction of the Canadian Pacific Railway have 
" brought us face to face with a nath ii, and we may as well 
» discuss public questions from that point of view." ® 

* Tupper : KectAlecHons. Ch. IX. 

> Pope : Str John Macdonald, Yol. II, p. (32. 

'•* Tupper: llecoUecttufts, Ch. IX (" The National CvolutitA of 
Canada ”). 
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III. THE GROWry OF AUSTRALIAN NATIONHOOD 

The position of the Australian Colonics was very different 
from that of the British North American Colonies. In the 
former there was nothing corresponding to a French Canada. 
Australia affords the finest and purest example of British 
racial expansion; the foreign element in her population is 
negligible.^ In the Nineteenth Century there was no great 
nation like the United States looming ovei her borders, and 
forcing on the early formation of a national government as 
the only moans of preventing cibsorption. Had it not been 
for the broad shelter of the Biitishsovereignty, national unity 
might have been forced upon Australia Icnig before the close 
of the Nineteenth Century. Founded at immense distances 
from each other along the shores of a continc'nt, the six colonies 
grew- up in somewhat jealous isolation. The circumstances 
attending the separation of Victoria and of Queensland from 
the mother colony, New South Wales, Icil to a long period of 
friction between these three colonies. This intercolonial 
jealousy did much to defeat the early efforts of British, and 
afterwards of Australian, statesmen to bring about federation. 
Barriers instead of being broken down, were carefully built up 
between the colonies. Railways which ought to have slain 
the greatest enemy of federation, distance, w'ere built upon 
different gauges, and were made to serve provincial rather 
than national needs. The growth of scparnlc tariff walls 
caused further friction, and added to the disunity. 

But however much it may have seemed so for several 
decades, time was not on the side of the provincialist. There 
were those like Sir Henry Parkes, who, looking beyond their 
immediate horizon, saw a rising tide of national consciousness 
which was to sweep away the barriers set up by narrow 
provincial jealousies between fellow Australians. The desire 
for national unity was partly caused by the pressure of 
external events. The expansion of Russia ti> the shores of 
the North Pacific, the intrusion of France and Germany into 
Australasian seas, and the fear that New Guinea—related 

* At present it is only about four per cent, of the total population. 
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geographically to Australia as Ireland is related to Great 
Britain—^might be occupied by Germany, had largely helped 
to bring about the formation of a F^eral Council in 1883. 
But the part played by such external pressure in bringing 
about federation was insignificant when compared with the 
forces working from within. As the authors of the great 
commentary on the Australian constitution have pointed 
out, the United States. Switzerland, and Germany (one 
might add South Africa) ..." were drawn together under 
the shadow of war . . . But llic Australian Commonwealth 
"came into voluntary being through a deep conviction of 
"national unity.”' Tlic process was the reverse of that 
which has just been described in the case of Canada. In 
Canada a national government cix^ated a nation, wdicreas 
in Australia a nation created for itself a national government. 
It was to the call of phrases like that of Sir Henry Parkos : 
" the crimson thread of kinship runs through us all,” or 
like that of Mr. Barton’s “a continent lor a nation, and a 
” nation for a continent,” that the Australian people 
responded, swer'pijjg aside politicians who sought to keep 
them in the backwaters of provincialism. 

Blit though the process might differ in each case, the final 
result was the samti—^thc welding together of scattered 
colomcs into a nation, conscious of common purposes which 
transcended local divisions, and provided with the madiincry 
of governmcnl needed to achieve these purposes. 


IV. THE COLONIAL IDI-Al. 01- ALU A MCE 

Ttie word " iialioiialism ” hij<s a taint about it due to its 
association with the " one nation one slate ” doctrine of 
the Victorian era. It seems to imply soinetliing which is 
tin* antithesis of inter-nationalism—the egotism of a people 
whiih desires to build about itself a wall of .soverdgnty as 
a means of isolating it'^elf from other nations and of forcing 
into conformity with a dominant " Kiiltiir ” any national 

' Quick and Garran: Annotated Constitution of the Austraitan CofU~ 
monweaith, pp. 223-6. 
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minority whidi is unfortunate enough to be endrcled by 
the wall. But on the whole it is fair to say that the nation' 
alism of the Dominions is neither exclusive nor aggressive. 
Its whole history shows that it is not a separatist movement 
—^if we distinguisli. as we should, separatism from a desire 
for partial or complete autonomy. Colonial nationalism is, 
indeed, but one side of a shield, the other side of which is 
loyalty to the idea of co-operation between the various 
sections of the English-speaking race. 

For the finest illustration of these two complementary 
principles, we must turn to the lives of the great colonial 
statesmen. We have seen how earnestly Sir Jolin Macdonald 
sought to make Cancada a great nation. But Canadian 
nationalism was only one of his two master purposes. His 
biographer has pointed out liow^poth his first and his last 
election addresses sounded a note of fervent Joyalty to the 
Briti.sh connection.^ His first public declaration in 1844 
expressed the *' firm belief that the prosperity of Canada 
“ depends upon its ijcnnanent connection with the Mother 
*' Country " ; his last words to the pi'ople of Canada in 1891 
wTre a cry of indignation against the " veiled treason of 
the party which he accused of aiming at closer union with 
the United States at the expense of tlic British connection. 
The two master purposes which stand out so elearly from 
the life of Sir John Macdonald, may be seen also in varying 
degrees in the lives of most of the other eminent Canadian 
statesmen, and they are apparent also in the lives of the 
great statesmen of Australasia. Sir Henry Parkes, ihe 
statesman whose position in Australia approached (N'lhaps 
mo.st clo.sely to that of Sir John Macdonald in Canada, could 
say in 1892, at the end of his long career, that he bad striven 
above all for two things; on the one hand he had worked 
“ to promote the sentiment and to strengthen the nascent 
" ties of Australian union; and, on the other, he had 
" clung to the id('a of the expanding git'atness and integrity 
'* of the Empire.”* 

1 Pope: Sir John Macdmaldt Vol. I, p. 32, and Vol. II, pp. 

* Parkes : Fiftv Years in the Making of Austratian History, Vol. II, 
P- 383- 
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When wc come to inquire along what lines such statesmen, 
and thinkers in the Colonies generally, attempted to reconcile 
these two strongly held, and, seemingly, divergent purposes, 
we do not discover any very precise answers to the problem. 
As 1 have already pointed out, there was during the latter 
pari of the Nineteenth Century far less speculation in the 
Colonics than in England as to the nature and solution of 
“ the Imperial problem.’* Colonial statesmen were keenly 
aware of the rapidity and extent of the changes which were 
taking place in the relations of the Colonies to England, and 
they saw how diiTicult it was to predict the course of such 
changes. But so far as they did venture to find an answer 
for the problem, their answer was in striking contrast to that 
which held the field in England. Their solution was what 
they called, not very aptly, *' Alliance ” as against the 
dominant English solution. Imperial Federation. The vague 
■connotation of the phrase Imperial Federation during the 
early movement somewhat obscures the boldness of this 
contrast. Tlic fact that the chief exponents of Imperial 
Federation in England could make out a goodly list of 
colonial statesmen who at one time and another had confessed 
themselves federalists, was not, as I have already shown, of 
very great importance. It did not mean that there were 
many colonial statesmen who believed a parliamentary 
federation of the Empire to be practicable, or who, even if 
they had considered it practicable, would have welcomed 
it as desirable. Imperial Federation continued to be a 
comfortable plirasc for s</jno Colonists, only so long as it 
remained vague, or rejoiced in such a multitude of inter¬ 
pretations that each believer could make his selection and 
join in the throng with a light heart and without offence 
to his own principles. 

The evidence of Sir Charles Dilke as to the state of feeling 
in the Colonies, round about 1890, on the question of Imperial 
Federation is well worth study. His unique knowledge of 
the political conditions of the Empire, gained, as it was, 
at first hand and over a long period of years, enabled him 
to speak with authority' on this question. He points out 
that while " many of the leading colonists and distingui^ed 
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** politicians that Greater Britain has produced are in favour 
" of Imperial Federation . . . some of the communities they 
“ represent on other questions seem on this one disinclined 
" to follow their lead His evidence with regard to 

popular feeling in Australia and Canada is valuable. ** The 
" references made to Imperial Federation by those of the 
" leading men of Australia who are in favour of it are not 
" taken up by popular feeling, and their authors are often 
" looked upon as politicians of the past or ridiculed by the 
" press for adherence to impracticable views. . . . Among 

the old settlers the leaning towards closer relations with 
“ the mother country is connected with a conservatism in 
“ politics and in matters of jiroperty which places them.out 
" of sympathy with the ruling democracies of the Australian 
"colonies; while the native-born Australians look upon 
" imperial affairs with a languid interest. . . Sir Charles 

Dilke describes the tour of the envoy sent to Australia in 
1889 by the Imperial Federation League with the object of 
popularising their gospel amongst Australians. He " was 
" well received throughout Australasia except at a public 

meeting in Sydney; but he made few converts, and Imperial 
*' Federation is now very generally described in the eastern 
" colonics of Australia as ' the subjection of Australia to 
" ‘ England.' ” 

With regard to Canada Dilke's conclusion is much to the 
same effect. " Such willingness to ally themselves to the 
" cause of Imperial Federation as has been found among the 
" Canadian electors is largely based upon the desire for a 
" wider market, and when it is seen as there is reason to 
" fear must be the case, that commercial union is as little 
" practicable as Lord Rosebery has already called it, this main 
" support of the imperial unity idea in Canada will fall 

PfobUtHs of Greater Btiiain, 4th ed. (1890), p. 636. It should 
be noted tliat Dilke did not confine the term Imperial Federation 
strictly to parliamentary federation. 

* Ibid., pp. 63G-7. Cf. p. 642: "... The repreacn-.ativea of the 
" colonial workmen seem to think that Imperial Federation is an 
" upper-class movement chiefly favoured by the Court and the 
aristocracy, and the view is calculated, if Federation is strongly 
" pushed, to arouse among colonial artisans a separatist movement." 
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away." * This conclusion is borne out by the fact that 
even the Canadian branch of the Imperial Federation League 
soon J(jst interest in the question of parliamentary federation 
and concentrated its attention upon the question of Imperial 
Preference.® 

Sir Jolin Macdonald and Sir Henry Parkes, the two states¬ 
men who most closely reflected popular feeling in Canada 
and in Australia, both agreed in condemning the idea of 
Parliamentary Federation for the Empire, although, as we 
have seen, both were anxious that their peoples should 
remain in llie closest touch with the people of the United 
Kiiiqdoni. Sir John Macdonald was a member of the Imperial 
I^'cdcratioii League and heartily favoured " closer union," 
but, says his biographer, during the last year.-; of his life he 
would sj)eak thus: " The proposed that there should l)c a 
" Parliatnetilary Fcdeiation of the Empire I regard as 
" impracticable. I greatly doubt whether England would 
" agree that the Parliament which has sal during so many 
“ centurh's at Westminster should be made subsidiary to 
" a federal legislature. But, however that might be, 1 am 
" (pute sure that Canada would never consent to be taxed 
" by a cciiLial body .sitting in Lonckai, in which she would 
" hiive practicjilly no vtiico. . . . 

'I'lie mature opinions of the leaders of the Canadian Liberal 
party, such as Edward Blake and Sir Wilfrid Lauricr, 
W'cre no less decisive on this point; tlurngh both these 
leaders in their earlier years seemed to have leaned towards 
some vague kind of Imperial Federation. Wilncro the W'ay 
in which Blake (once leader of the Dominion J.ibcral Party) 
sjKike in the British House of Commons in iqoo: 

" A quarter of a c^'iitiuy past I dreamed the dream of 
" imperial parliamentary f^eration, but many years ago I 
" came to the conclusion that we had passed the turning 

• Jhid., pp. 

® Ser J)cnisoa : Slntgglf fitr Tinpennl Unify. 

• Pope: Sir John Macdonald, Vot. II, pp. 2i4~Zi. Cf. Life of Sir 
Charles Tapper, Vol. II, p. 38; Sir John writes thus to Tupper in 
188.4: " r don’t believe thac a practicable scheme can ever be worked 
out for aConfederation of the Empire. ..." 
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*' that could lead to that terminus, if ever, indeed, there was 
" a practicable road. Wc have too long and too extensively 

gone on lines of separate action here and elsewhere to go 
" back now. Never forget that tlie goodwill on w'hich ypu 
" depend is due to local freedom, and would not survive its 
" limitation.* 

The reasons why the idea of Impcrird Federation was 
rejected by the masses of the people in the Colonics, and 
by the majority of their statesmen, arc not far to seek. 
Australians and Canadians were immigrant peoples. The 
memory of their migration was not yet dead. The feeling 
of the waste of ocean over which tliey, or their immediate 
ancestors, had passed was fiosli with them. TJiey realised 
as neither English statesmen nor the masses of tin; Engli.sh 
people could ever icalise,' the meaning of distance. They 
knew that neither the telegraph, nor the stearashi[i, nr>r any 
scientific discovery, had yet in any true sense annihilated 
distance for the masses, though such inventions had in a 
sense bridged the seas and the continents for those fortunate 
individuals who were able to use the costly services of cable, 
railway, and ocean liner. As Sir Charles Dilkc })ointed out. 
Imperial Federation was welcomed mainly by such fortunutu 
individuals,.blit for the people at large it was taken to mean 
the subjection of their countries to England. To immigrant 
peoples wlio knew the meaning of distance, who volueil 
supremely their growing nationhood, and yet realised how 
small and scattered were the populations of Canada and tif 
Australia compared with that of the Unilefl Kingdom-“-Uie 
idea of legislative federation binding them indissolubly to 
the United Kingdom, might well have seemed a return in a 
different guise to the period of British supremacy from wJiich 
Responsible Government had deli veered them. 

The majority of Australians and Canadijms were willing, 
even eager, to continue in close co-operation with the people 
of the Unitwl Kingdom, and to maintain the fornud unity 
of the British Empire, but they wished to lie regaided as 
citizens of friendly allied states rather than as situdl minorities 

m 

1 Quoted by J. W. Dafoe in The Wew Era i» Canada (19*7)* PP- 
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of overseas Britons subordinated with an Imperial super¬ 
state " to the will and command of those who stay at home.”^ 
The attitude which the young nations oi the Empire expected 
from British statesmen was the attitude adopted by Joseph 
Chamberlain in his Glasgow speech in 1903 : " And when I 
" speak of our colonics, it is an expression; they are not 
" ours—they arc not ours in a possessory sense. They arc 
'* sister States, able to treat with us from an equal position, 

able to hold to us, willing to hold to us, but also able to 
" break with us." 

For a full expression of the colonial ideal of alliance we 
must go back to the great speech in which Sir John Macdonald, 
in 1865, marked out the path along which " The Kingdom 
" of Canada," the first of the Dominions, was to travel. 
" Some," he said, " are apprehensive that the very fact of 
" our forming this union will hasten the time when we shall 
" be severed from the mother country . . . T am strongly 
" of the opinion that year by year as we grow in population 
" and strength, England will more and more see the advan- 
" tages of maintaining the alliance between British North 
" America and herself. I am proud to believe that our 
" desire for a i)ermancnt alliance will be reciprocated in 
" England. . . . The colonics are now in a transition stage; 
" gradually a different colonial system is being developed— 
" and it will become, year by year, less a case of dependence 
" and more a case of a healthy and cordial alliance . . . 
“ Instead of looking upon ns as a merely dependent colony, 
" England will have in us a friendly nation—a subordinate 
" but a powerful people—to stand by her in North America 
in peace or war." * These words were spoken half a century 
ago, and few words spoken since have summed up more 
clearly the Dominion ideal of the Empire as a group of free 
and equal states. 

Bui although the Colonics rejected parliamentary federation, 
and freely used the term " alliance " to express their ideal as 
to the correct relationship, alliance in the ordinary sense of 

1 Egerton: Colonial Policy, p. 58. The words were used in 1651 
by the people of Barbados in a jn'otdst against English interference. 

8 Keith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 322-5. 
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the term fell far short of their desire. What they wanted 
was a form of intimate co-operation which went far beyond 
an ordinary alliance. • The immediate problem was by what 
method (federation being rejected) could such co-operation 
best be secured ? The solution of this problem was the 
invention of the Imperial Conference, and the slow elabora¬ 
tion, in the three decades from 1887 to the present day, of 
a new method of settling international relations—^the method 
of regular conferences between cabinets. 

Thus in the second half of the Nineteenth Century the 
British Empire began to perceive the solution of the two 
great problems, the failure to solve which in the previous 
century had led to the disaster of 1776. The main step 
towards solving the first was Canadian Federation in 1867; 
the solution of the second began with the summoning of 
the Colonial Conference of 1887. By a curious irony of fate 
the first dehnite steps towards setting in motion the great 
machinery of Co-operation which was to mark tlic triumph 
of the Colonial ideal of " Alliance " ovc'r the English ideal 
of Imperial Federation, was taken by the Irap£‘rial Federation 
League. In 1886 a deputation from tills body waited upon 
Lord Salisbury and urged the summoning of a Colonial 
Conference which, it was suggested, should discuss means 
of securing the closer federation of all parts of the Empire.^ 
By an equally curious irony of fate the one thing definitely 
excluded from the agenda of the Conference when it met 
in 1887 was the question of Imperial Federation. 


* Rusdeh : History of A ustralia, Vol. Ill, p. 487. 



CHAPTER V 


THE IMPERIAL CONFERENCE, 1887-1911. AND THE 
DEVELOPMICNT OF DOMINION NATFONHOOD 

T. THE METHOD OF CONFERENCE 

1 1' is only now, after more than thirty years’ experience, 
that we are realising the true significance of the 
Colonial Conference which met in London in 1887. 
As we can see now the Conference was the beginning of a 
unique experiment in international government, an experiment 
which has been full of suggestion for those who in the last 
yt.'ars have been seeking a solution of the widiT problem of 
a League of Nations. It is the purpose of this and of the 
following chapters to show how, with the growth of nation¬ 
hood in the Dominions, the Imperial Conference has become 
more and more an organ of international goveniinent. 
Attention will Ixj directed e.'pecially to the folh'wing points: 
(a) the development of the Imperial Conference as an institu¬ 
tion, with particular reference to the method of govrj nment 
adopted at the outs(.‘t In 1887—^the method, that is, of con¬ 
sultation between governments followed by executive action 
on the part of the governments concerned ; (b) the steadfast 
refusal of the Dominions, and to a less extent, of the United 
Kingdom (a refusal much more emphatic in 1917 than in 
1887) to take any step towards the adoption of the more 
stringent method of centralised gox'ernment known as Imperial 
Federation ; (c) the extent to which the Imperial Conference, 
and it«: kindred organs of government, have succeeded in 
providing an effective and satisfactory method of dealing 

94 
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with the relfitions of the Dominions and the United Kingdom 
to one another and to the rest of the world.* 

There is some danger of misunderstanding involved in 
the natural tendency to describe the Colonial Conference of 
1887 as " the first of a series.” the first ” session ” of an 
institution now known as the Imperial Conference. The first 
three principal conferences were more or less appendages of 
three great Imperial festivals, the Jubilee of 1887, the 
Diamond Jubilee of 1897, and King Edward’s Coronation 
in 1902. The story of the Imperial Conference is the story 
of how a number of more or less casual meetings gratlually 
fell into place in men’s minds as successive stages in the 
growth of a single institution, and of liovv that institution, 
sl»)wly becoming conscious of itse lf, provided itself with riiles 
of procedure, and a regular (.onstitiition. 

The Conference of 1887, though on the surfai;c it had the 
air of a casual meeting made possible by the fact that colonial 
representatives happened to be present at the Jubilee, was 
an expression of deeply felt needs, and had a closer relation 
to the thought of the time than has generally Ix'en realised. 
I-et us try to luidcrstaiid the way in whi<*h the minds of 
British and Colonial statesmen were working, and how they 
came to hit upon the new metlicxl of conference between 
govcniments as the way out of their difliculties. 

'In the previous seven years the Empire liad passed through 
a number of difficult crises. Friction arising out of tlie 
partition of Africa, and the activity of Germany, France, 
and Russia in the Pacific had revealed the existence of 
questions, such as foreign policy, defence, and communica¬ 
tions, with which the existing methods w^re wholly inadi^qiiate 
to deal. Since they were questions common to England and 
the Colonies, they had to be dealt with cither by a single 
authority able to act for the whole Empire, or, failing this, 

^ The term Imperial Conference, fhough used throughout this cliaptcr 
ieit the sake of convenience, only applies, strictly speaking, to the 
Conference of 19 ti and its successors. The constitutional Kesolution 
passed in 1907, substituted the term “ Imperial " for " Colonial " as 
the oflicial designation of the Conf^ncc. Thi.s resolution also adopted 
the term " Dominion *' (hitherto applied only to Canada) as the ollicial 
designation of the self-governing overseas members of the Confei'ence. 
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by co-operation between the Governments. There w<ere only 
two wa}^ of securing such a single authority. One was the 
continuance and strengthening of the existing authority of 
the British Government. The other was the creation of an 
Imperial Federal Parliament. But neither of these ways 
was acceptable to the Colonics. There remained therefore 
only the second alternative, co-operation between govern¬ 
ments. How even the minds of outstanding federalist 
leaders worked towards this conclusion, is shown by the 
following riiotation from a letter written in 1885 by W. E. 
Forster, the first President of the Imperial Federation League : 
"... We had better aim at concert amongst Governments, 
" rather than at an Imperial Parliament; . . . distance does 

prevent a member from being fully in touch with his 
** constituents.'*' 

There were two ways in which " concert amongst govern- 
** ments ” might be attained: (i) the governments might 
work through intermediaries; or (2) they might meet face 
to face. The first method was the normal one employed by 
states to deal with questions of foreign policy. It was only 
upon the rarest occasions that the Foreign Ministers gathered 
together in conference. The usual practice was for each 
Foreign Minister to remain in his own capital, and to conduct 
his business with foreign governments and countries by 
means of his diplomatic and consular agents. The impossi¬ 
bility of evolving common policies to meet the common 
needs of humanity, by a method which left the framing of 
those policies to a score or two of Foreign Secretaries and 
other ministers scattered over the world and only coming 
into contact with each other through three thicknesses of 
misunderstanding—letter, telegraph, and diplomatic agent— 
was not yet clearly recognised in the outer world of states. 
But in the intimate society of kindred states known as the 
British Empire the limitations of the method of diplomacy 
were becoming obvious to most who had given thought to 
the subject. 

This method hai% been for many years in operation in the 
British Empire. All the Colcmies had their Agents General 
^ Reid : Life of IV. E. Forster, Vol. II, p. 524. 
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in London through whom they communicated with the 
British Government. Canada had created the office of 
High Commissioner ift 1879 as a means of securing the 
fullest and most frank interchange of views ” with the Home 
Government.^ But even this extension of the diplomatic 
method failed to make it in any way adequate to satisfy 
the requirements of the Empire. It was the period when 
the full effects of the enormous changes in transport and 
communications, caused by the railway, the steamship, and 
the telegraph, were just becoming apparent. Tlie effective 
exploitation of the vast fields of fruitful intcriiatioiial co- 
op<?ratioii, which the nations of tlic Empire saw dimly 
opening out before them, dcpcMided upon the adoption of 
some more satisfactory method of securing concerted action 
amongst the Governments. 

A certain amount of thought had been given to the subject 
before 1887. I have already mentioned how, in the eighties, 
when the caily Imperial Federation movement came unmis¬ 
takably up against the barrier of colonial opposition, several 
of the leaders of that movement began to investigate tlie 
possibilities of the method of conference. The expedients 
most favoured were a council of Agents General, or, better 
still, a council of Resident Colonial Ministers. But such 
councils were conceived rather as advisory to the Colonial 
Secretary, than as conferences between the Governments. 
The idea of a conference between Governments more or less 
on a footing of equality seems hardly to have emerged at all. 

Instead, however, of the permanent council, a council with 
clearly defined functions, a regular constitution, and a neatly 
mapped out future—^which the publicists conceived—the 
Colonial Conference of 1887 was a ca.sual, amorphous thing. 
It was a meeting without a constitution, and unaware of any 
settled future. No more remarkable example could be found 

^ See correspondence and memorandum already mentioned. Keith: 
Selected Speeches, etc., Vol. II, pp. 143-55. The Canadian Government 
insisted on the " quasi-diplomatic " character of the nevr office. The 
Colonial Governors also performed quaai-diplomatic functiou.s by 
acting as channels of communication between the Colonial and'the 
Home Governments. 
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of the eiTi[>irical method which British statesmen have so 
aptly applied in building up the British Constitution. When 
they met for the first time in conference in 1887, both British 
and Colonial Statesmen had sufficient political sagacity to 
see that any attempt to define in precise terms the future 
of the experiment which they were makings would be folly. 
They knew that it was possible, though difficult, to embody 
much of the accumulated experience and wisdom of the 
British Constitution in a precisely worded written constitution 
like that of the Dominion of Canada. But they recognised 
that this was no precedent for their present task : experience 
drawn from the development of the single stale was of no 
great value as a guide in the little explored and wcU-nigh 
trackless field of international government upon which they 
were entering. Like the Cabinet System, and Parliament 
itself, the Imperial Conference began as a temporary ex¬ 
pedient, its form being dictated by the convenience of the 
moment and the requirements of Ihc immediate task. The 
method of direct conference between governments having 
proved itself once, it was tried a s(;cond and a third time, 
modifications being made on each occasion in the light of 
experience. And thus, almost unawares, the expedient of 
1887 grew into an institution. 


H. THE CONEEUENCE OV T887 

A matter which had lo be disposed oi at tlie outset was 
the question of tJie personnel of the Conference. Was it 
to be an organ of cunsultulioii between Govciiirnents, and 
tlierefurc composed mainly or exclusively of Ministers of 
Cabinet rank ? Or was it to be merely an assemblage of 
prominent Colonials, called together for the purpose of 
ascertaining the views of the Colonies on the questions to be 
discussed ? There was some little hesitation on this point. 
The Colonial Secretary’s preliminary despatcli had spoken of 
the desirability of including Agents General, and also ** any 
" leading public man who might be at liberty to come to 
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“ England next year.” ^ The question as to whether the 
representatives should be confined to Self-Governing Colonics 
or extended to Cro^n Colonies as well, was also a little 
uncertain. Representatives of Crown Colonies attended the 
opening ceremony, but not the subsequent meetings, which 
were confined to the Self-Governing Colonies. Moreover 
only representatives of the Governments attended these 
meetings. A number of the governments were, however, 
only indirectly represented; that is, they were represented 
by officials, such .as the High Commissioner and Agents 
General, and not by Cabinet Ministers. From the outset, 
therefore, the Conference was one of " governments with 
” governments,” but not, as it was to become later, a 
conference of cabinets with cabinets. 

What was the status of the various governments thus 
engaged directly or indirectly in consultation ? When wc 
remember that in 1887 only Canada had established a 
national government; that even she was only jnst becoming 
conscious of her nationhood, and that all the other colonial 
governments represented at the Conference were merely 
provincial in character, it is easy to realise why there arc 
few signs of even an attempt on the part of the colonial 
governments to assert equality of status with the United 
Kingdom. Despite a few faint protests the delegates 
were content to accept their inferior status and to appear 
as thfiugh they were representatives of outlying provinces 
of the Empire come to London to confer with their 
Metropolitan, 

But the lack of self-assertion was due in the main to the 
care of the British Government not to make a display of 
its obvious superiority, nor to take advantage of its superior 
position to dictate in any way to the Colonial Governments. 
The lessons of the last hundred years had been wdl enough 
learnt to make the Colonial Office supremely anxious to 
avoid even any appearance of dictation. Hence the emphasis 
ill Stanhope's despatch upon the fact that the Conference 
would "necessarily be purely consultative.”^ Hence also 

Proceedings of Colonial Conference of 1887, p. viii, 

* Proceedings, p. viii. 
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his care to exclude from the agenda *' what is known as 

Political ^Federation." ^ 

We have thus at the very outset sf conscious choice of 
the method of co-operation between governments, and the 
express exclusion of the rival method of Imperial Federation, 
even as a matter for discussion. The reasons for this exclusion 
were indicated by the Colonial Secretary in his preliminary 
circular as follows: 

" There has been no expression of Colonial opinion in 
*'favour of ai.y steps in that direction . . . and Her Majesty’s 
" Government are of opinion that there would be no advantage 
" in the informal discussion of a very difficult problem before 
" any basis has been acccjited by the Governments con¬ 
cerned." ® In confirmation of this it is interesting to note 
that the New South Wales representatives received later a 
cable from their government forbidding them to take part 
in any discussion on Imperial Federation. But the subject, 
though formally exclud^, was very much in the minds of 
many of the members of tlie Conference—especially those 
representing the British Government. The opening speech 
of the Prime Minister, Lord Salisbury, was typical of the 
general attitude of his government. He admitted that 
Imperial Federation was " a matter for the future rather 
" than for the present " ; but he added : " These arc grand 
" aspirations. I do not cast any kind of slur upon them 
" by calling them ' aspirations'—on the contrary, these 
" sentimental aspirations are not separated by /iny so deep 
" a chasm as people think from actual practical under¬ 
takings." * His speech showed little sign of any realisation 
that the problems to be discussed were international rather 
than national in character. His conception of the British 
Empire seemed to be that of a land-empire, which had 
unfortunately been broken up by the sea and scattered to 
the four comers of the globe. Imperial Federation was to 
be the means of re-uniting the scattered portions, so far as 
the sea permitted, under one central government; and. the 

> /HA 
•lUd. 

■ Ibtd., p. j. 
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reunion, he seemed to think, might 'best be approached, as 
was the German Federation, by way of a Kriegsverein, or 

Union for military purposes," and a Zollverein or '* Customs 
“ Union." 

It was with the idea of building up such a " Union fur 
" military purpioscs *' that the United Kingdom entered upon 
the discussion of the question of defence. The Colonies had 
already to a large extent undertaken the responsibility for 
local defence. This was in accordance with the first part of 
the Resolution of the House of Commons in 1862 that 
" Colonies exercising the rights of self-government ought to 
" undertake the main responsihility of providing for their 
" own internal order and security, and ought to assist in 
" their own external defencr." ^ But the principle expressed 
in the second part of this resolution was stiU far from being 
adopted by any of the Colonies. The aim of the British 
Government in 1887 was in the first place to co-ordinate, 
as regards organisation and equipment, the local defence 
forces of the Empire, having in view, as the Report said, 
the " rare " occasions upon which English and Colonial troops 
might be called upon to act together. Tlieir second aim was 
to induce the Colonics to take some share in the general 
defence of the Empire. Lord Salisbury urged that “ the 
" Colonics have a very real and gemuinc interest in the shield 
*' which their Imperial connection throws over them, and 
" that they should have a ground for joining with us in 
" making the defence of the Empire effective. ..." In 
principle no exception could be taken to this view. The 
British Government recognised that the Colonies were still 
immature, and were therefore willing to continue to guarantee 
their external defence. But it was obvious that the period 
of immaturity was ending, especially in the case of Canada; 
and it was therefore time that the larger Colonies should 
undertake at least a portion of their external defence. But 
this meant in practice that the Colonies w'ere to be induced 
to accept the principle of contributions to an Imperial Navy, 
which was to remain as before wholly under the control of 
the Imperial Government. As might have been expected by 
* Egerton : Colonial Policy, p. 63. 
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anyone in close touch with colonial feeling, the response was 
slight. Canada was content to rest upon the understanding 
made at the time of Confederation that ^he should be respon¬ 
sible for the land defences, whilst the Mother Country should 
undertake " the naval defences." The Australian Colonies 
alone were willing to accept any responsibility for their 
external defence. In i88i an Australian Inter-Colonial 
Conference had decided that the duty of maintaining " the 

Imperitil Navy should rest on the Imperial Government, 
" which ought at its own cost to defend Australia by sea. 
" The Conference also pressed for an increase in the strength 
" of the squadron kept on the coast." ^ ITic Admiralty 
naturally did not appreciate this excessive spirit of depen¬ 
dence, and inquired whether the Australian Colonies were 
willing to assist in the upkeep of the squadron. As a result 
of the negotiations which followed, the Australian Colonies, 
at the Conference of 1887, offered a subsidy of £126,000 per 
aimuin towards the upkeep of the squadron. But they were 
careful to stipulate that the ships should be movctl from 
Australian waters " only with the consent of the Colonial 
" Governments."* 

Even this agreement (which was regarded by the English 
Government as " the most valuable decision arrived at by 
** means of the Conference" ") was received with some 
suspicion in Australia. It was denounced in Queensland 
" upon the ‘ national ’ ground that it was ‘ a naval tribute ’ 
'* to another country, and that the Australi.'in Colonies 
" should man and maintain their own fleets for Iheir own 
" defence.” * In 1887, and for the next twenty years, the 
Admiralty were successful in resisting any such national 
"feeling, and in doing so they were maintaining the policy 
which they had clearly expressed during the negotiations 
with the Australian Colonies just before the Conference. 
The Admiral on the Australian Station who was charged 

' Keith : Imperial Unity anti the Dominions, pp. 3r5-if>, 

® Proffethngs, p 508. 

* Jhid , p 10. 

* Lhlke : Druhlenfi of Greater liritain, p 201 Cf for iV.S.W opinion, 
Parkes. I'lfly Yeats *« the Making of Auifraliau History, Vol. JI, 
P- 2 J 3 . 
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with these negotiations, was instructed in 18S5 to bear in 
iniiid “ that the object of Her Majesty’s Government was to 
" encourage an extension of the Imperial navy rather than 
separate Colonial i!avies . . . ” ‘ As we sliall see, the 
growth of national feeling in the Dominions forced the 
Admiralty twenty years later to abandon this position, and 
to acquiesce in the creation of Dominion navies. 

It cannot be too strongly emphasised that, unlike the Hague 
Conference, the Impt'rial Conference has never isolated defence 
and foreign affairs from the complex of international relations 
of which those form only a part. The nations of the Empire 
realised at the outset that inter-imperial co-operation, if it 
was to be of any value, would have to extend to the every¬ 
day concerns of international life—to social and commercial 
relations, and to inter-Impmal communications. Thus the 
preliminary circular issm^ by ihe Colonial Secretary men¬ 
tioned as suitable for discussion, not merely organisation 
for military and naval defence, but also vital peace interests, 
such as " the promotion of commercial and social relations 
" by the development of our po.stal and telegraphic com- 
“ munications." * Accordingly the project of a state-owned 
and controlled Pacific Cable was set on foot by the Conference 
only to be realised in 1902 after a stronnous battle with the 
existing Cable Trust.® More imiiortant .still, the long drawn 
out controversy over the question of “ Imixrial Ei'cipiocit}' *’ 
was begun, and the young Piotcetionisin of tin* Colonies 
began its assault on the citadel of Free Trade. 


The Ottawa Conference, 1894. 

Tlicre was some feeling amongst the delegates at the 
Conference of 18S7 that this w’ould be, as Lord Salisbury 
put it, ■' the parent of a long progeiiiturc." Although no 
provision was made for the assc’inbling of another Conference, 
issues had been rais<*d whicJi demanded furtiu'r personal 
consultation between the various govcrnineiits. Hi-nce the 

^ Procrrthngi, p. 20. 

® Ibid., p. vji, • 

See Jebb : luipertnl Confrreme, Veil. 1 
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summoning in 1894, by the Canadian Government, of a second 
Conference which met at Ottawa. The Conference did not 
consider the question of defence and^olitical relations but 
confined itself to peace issues. It carried the Pacific Cable 
project a step further, and mooted the proposal for what 
was afterwards known as the “ All Red Route." Recognising 
that the value of steamship and cable depends on " the 
" accompanying trade," the Conference devoted mudi time 
to the question of Preference, and passed important resolutions 
which hclpc'd to clear the issue. 

The Conference showed some slight improvements in 
organisation. It was more a Conference between govern¬ 
ments than its predecessor, and an important constitutional 
resolution was passed to the eff<^t that voting should be 
'* by colonics." The fact that such a conference should 
have been summoned by the Dominion of Canada rather 
than by the Mother Country, shows how vital was already 
the spirit of co-operation between the self-governing portions 
of the Empire. It is worth noting, in passing, that the 
Ottawa Conference forms an interesting precedent to which 
the Empire may some day revert. On the theory of free 
co-operation between equal nations for whidi the Imperial 
Conference has come to stand, there is no real reason why its 
meetings should not take place occasionally in the Dominions.' 


IIT. THE DIAMOND JUBILEE CONFERENCE. 1897 

The Diamond Jubilee of 1R97 was made the occasion of 
the meeting of a third Conference. Since only Prime Ministers 
had been summoned to the Jubilee, only Prime Ministers 
attended the Conference, whicii tlius for the first time became, 
in a sense, a " Cabinet of Cabinets." 

Tlie chief significance of this Conference was that it 
witnessed the first tentative proposal, on the part of a 
Biitish Government, that a step should bo taken in the 
direction of Imperial Federation—a proposal which met with 

’ This point was strongly nrgecT by the AnstralLin Government at 
the Conference of 1011, and will doubtless be raised again. 
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. a blunt refusal from the Colonial Premiers. The issue was 
raised by Joseph Chamberlain, who two years previously 
had deliberately chosea the hitherto slightly regarded office 
of Colonial Secretary, and by his force of character and his 
enthusiasm for the cause of Imperial Unity, had made it an 
office of the first importance. His speeches' show that he 
had long been a firm believer in the possibility and the 
desirability of Imperial Federation. The recent failure of 
the Imperial Federation League had sliown him some of the 
difficulties iii the way, and had convinced him that the goal 
must be approached along the line of least resistance," by 
the way that is of a 2 k)llverciii or Customs Union. ^ These 
ideas were set out very clearly in speeches made in 1896, 
especially in a speech delivered at the Congress of Chamoers 
of Commerce of the Empire. '* If,” he said, " wc had a 
” commercial union throughout the Empire, of course there 
” would have to be a council of the Empire. ...” Such a 
council would at first deal only with commercial arrangements, 
but gradually it would bring all important Imperial matters 
into its grasp. ” Gradually, therefore, by that prudent and 
” experimental process by which all our greatest institutions 
” have slowly been built up, wc should, T believe, approach 
” to a result which would be little, if at all, distinguished 
” from a real federation of the Empire. . . .® 

The peculiar form of Customs Union which he appeared 
to favour, namely, complete free trade within the Empire, 
leaving at the same time each unit full freedom' to make its 
own tariff against the foreigner—though it might have 
proved very acceptable to the United Kingdom, was 
impossible of realisation, bccau.se it would have conflicted 
violently with the protective systems which the jmiing 
overseas nations felt to be vital to their national development. 
It was piobably a growing realisation of this fact,* that 
induced Chamberlain in 1897 to leave his Zollverein project 
in the background, and to come, forw'ard cautiously with 

' Foreign and Colonial Speeches (1897). 

* Speech at the Canada Club (i^6) ; Jebb, op. ctt. 1 . pp. 304 ff. 

* Quoted in Jebb, op. «/., pp. 310-ri, 

* Cf. Proceedings (1897), p. 10. , 
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his proposal for an Imperial Council. In England, he said, 
the idea of Imperial Federation was ** in the air," it lay 
with the Colonial Premiers to say whether the idea had gone 
as far with them. In any case it was not likely to be accom¬ 
plished except “ by gradual steps ” and “ after the lapse of 
“ a considerable time.” The central passage in his opening 
speech which deals with this proposal is as follows : 

” I feel that there is a real necessity for some better 
” machinery of consultation between the self-governing 
" Colonics and the Mother Country, and it has sometimes 
” struck me—I offer it now merely as a personal suggestion— 
“ that it might be feasible to create a great council of the 
” Empire to which the Colonies would send representative 
“ plenipotentiaries—not mere delegates who were unable 
” to speak in their name without further reference to their 
” respective Governmnits, but persons who by their position 
" in the Colonies, and by their representative character, and 
” by their close touch with Colonial feeling, would be able 
” upon all subjects submitted to them to give really effective 
“ and valuable advice. If such a council were created it 
" would at once assume an immense importance, and it is 
” perfectly evident that it might develop into something 
” still greater. It might slowly grow to that Fcdcial Council 
” to which wc must alw'ays look forward as onr ultimate 
” ideal.” ‘ 

As to exactly what form the discussion upon this momentous 
proposal took, wc arc rather in the dark, because no full 
report of the proceedings lias ever been published. But the 
nature of the response made by the Colonial Premiers to a 
projxisiil which involved the abandonment of the method of 
free co-operation in favour of an Imperial su]ier-stalo (and 
which incidentally involvea also the abolition of the yet 
hardly self-conscious Imperial Conference) is plainly enough 
indicated by the resolution which was pa.ssed, the only 
dissentients being the Prime Ministers of two of the smallest 
(‘olonies. New Zealand and Tasmania : ” Th<‘ Prime Ministers 
” liere assemliled are of opinion that the present political 
” relations between llie United Kingdom and the self- 

^ I hid., pp. 5-6. 
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'* governing Colonies are generally satisfactory under the 
" existing condition of things. 

The whole passage is i|}structivc. What wasthe existing 
" condition of things ” under which the “ present political 
** relations ” were regarded as generally satisfactory ? There 
was in the first place the marked difference in national 
maturity between the various Colonies represented in the 
Conference. Canada was already a young nation ; Australia 
was on the verge of nationhood; New Zealand, especially 
under the leadership of Mr. Seddon, was a mere overseas 
Cornwall. But the policy and the plans of the English 
Government made provision only for New Zealand: they 
made no provision for a nation such as Canada. The 
" existing political relations ” between the United Kingdom 
and Canada were not really satisfactory because they restricted 
her national growth. She had to eluMise between absorption, 
or separation, or acquiescence in her existing dependence. 
There was obvious truth in the pica, urged so strongly by 
Chamberlain, that England was paying far more than her 
proportionate share towards the defence of the Empire. 
Yet the English Government still set its face sternly against 
the only method of assistance which, under the existing 
conditions, was compatible with the nationhood of either 
Canada or Australia—the method, that is, of local navies. 
When, therefore, the Admiralty passed round the hat amongst 
the Premiers for contributions, ('anada made no response. 
Not encouraged t<j assist as an ally, though she showed 
some small signs :>f desiring to do so, .she refused to pay 
as a tributary. The Australian Ctdonies, already pledged 
to pay, continued their "naval tribute-but wiihoiit 
enthusiasm. 


IV. THK CONFERKNCR OF 10)02 

The Conference (d r8i)7 ciidetl without anv < 1 efniiti' provisitm 
for regular moelings in the futnw, bill its resolution aiFirming 

' tbid., p 15. 
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the desirability of periodical conferences^*’ marked a distinct 
step towards the crystallisation of the Conference as an 
institution. The next Conference was held in 1902—^ain 
partly as an appendage of an Imperial pageant, the Coronation 
of King Edward Vll. Some further improvements in organi¬ 
sation were made. The Federation of the Australian Colonies 
in 1901 had reduced by five the numbers of units represented, 
and had thus made the Conference a more wieldy body. 
This valuable function of the British Empire—encouraging 
the creation of regional federations—^was shown again in 
1909 by the formation of tlic Union of South Africa, which 
still further reduced the number of units represented in the 
Imperial Conference. An important resolution was passed 
by the Conference of 1902 providing for regular meetings 
every four years. But the wording of this resolution showed 
that these meetings were still regarded as meetings between 
“ the Secretary of State for the Colonies and the Prime 
“ Ministers of the self-governing Colonies,” rather than as 
consultations between equal governments.^ 

The five years between 1897 and 1902 had been years of 
wars and rumours of wars. The Boer War had run its 
course, and excited eyes had seen, as the storm shifted and 
changed, ugly possibilities of ccjiiflict with European powers. 
England was about to enter upon the last lap in the great 
race of armaments. But the Boer War had revealed the 
strength of feeling which bound together the Colonies and 
England ; and it had also revealed the military strength of 
the Empire. Hopes theicforc ran high in England amongst 
the governing classes. Chamberlain in 1902, in his opening 
speech, alluded to the *' very great anticipations ” which had 
been formed as to the jxissible results of the Conference. 
His own hopes were clearly higher than they had ever been. 
We have record of a conversation which he had had one 
night in 1896 with H. O. Arnold-Forster upon the Terrace 
of the House of Commons. ” He came'and sat with me for 
" a long time on the Terrace, and talked with great freedom 
” about many matters, priiicq>ally aliout federation and its 
“ prospects. He w.'is very sanguine about the prospects of 

* Proceedings (1902), p. 9. 
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'' the movement, and thought it had never been so near/'^ 
In 1902 it seemed nearer than ever. The Boer War blotted 
out the disappointment of 1897. Surely these unique displays 
of "Colonial loyalty/' were nothing but the great home- 
turping of the tide which had seemed to ebb out with the 
grant of Responsible Government sixty years before ? There 
was rubbing of hands in the Admiralty and the War Office— 
the one expecting more " naval tribute," and the other looking 
forward to the willing acceptance on the part of these overseas 
Englishmen of an obligation to equip contingents, and to 
hold them in readiness to obey the call of the Imperial Army. 

But all these fine dreams vanished when the Conference 
came to business. Again we ai*e left somewhat in the dark 
through the suppression of most of the proceedings. But 
as in 1897 there is enough to show the course of events, and 
to reveal the widening breach between the Colonial ideal of 
" Alliance," and the English dream of Imperial Federation. 
Chamberlain’s opening speech referred to his project of a 
" real Council of the Empire " leading up to the political 
federation of the Empire, which he did not hesitate to say was 
" within the limits of possibility."® But he recognized that 
the demand must first come from the Colonies, and the silence 
of the scanty Report as to any such demand is even more 
impressive than the blunt refusal of 1897. 

But if there was no advance towards Imperial Federation 
in 1902, neither was there much towards Imperial Co-opera¬ 
tion in the sphere considered most important by the British 
Government—namely, defence. Here the old jobstacle still 
blocked the path. Chamberlain rightly insisted that " a 
" voice in the policy of the Empire " was dependent upon the 
willingness of the Colonies to take a " proportionate share in 
" the burdens of the Empire " ; but the British Government 
would still countenance no form Of share save by the method 
of contributions. In answer to Chamberlain’s plea; " The 
** weary Titan staggers under the too vast orb of its fate. 

We have borne the burden for many years. We think it 

* See an interesting letter by Ampld-Forster to his wife, ciuoted 
by Jebb, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 398. (Appendix.) 

® Proceedings, pp. 4-5. 
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'* is time that our cliildren sliould assist us to Support 
" it . . the Colonies, being still regarded as children, 
showed no enthusiasm. Tlierc was*indeed, a general failure 
on the part of the United Kingdom to recognize the silent 
change which was rapidly taking place in the political 
organisation of the Empire. It was once a single state ; 
it was now almost a league of free nations. " Nothing in 
progression,” said Burke, ” can rest on its original plan. 
” Wc might as well think of rocking a grown man in the cradle 
” of an infant.” Tlie Admiralty—intent upon their primary 
businc-ss of securing naval eflficicney—were still busy rocking 
the cradle, but with no great success. They managed, after 
some haggling,' to secure a recognition of the principle of 
subsidy, and the offer of contributions from all the Colonies 
save Canada. The Canadian Ministers objected to the pro¬ 
posals of both the Admiralty and the War Office, on the 
national ground that ” the acceptance of the prQ])0salswould 
*' entail an important departure from tlic principle of Colonial 
" self-government.”® Canada w'as not alone in her objection 
to ” naval tribute. ” National feeling in Australia was rapidly- 
rising against the anti-national principle of subsidy. Sir 
Kdinimd Barton, the Prime Minister of the Commonwealth, 
who had consented to a renewal of the Naval Agreement 
(though he had offered only half the sum cxpectcil by the 
Admiralty), found himself upon his return home fiercely abused 
for what was regarded as hi'N betrayal of the national cause. 

The discussion of the qiicbtion of military defence revealed 
the same divergence of piinciplc. The suggestion of the 
Picmier of New Zealand, Mr. Seddoii, vigorously supported 
by the War Office, that eacli Colony should set apart ” a 
” special body of troops ear-marked for Imperial service,” 
met with strong opposition from the representatives of the 
two national Dominions, Canada and Australia. They pro¬ 
tested that: ” to establish a special force, set apart for general 
” Imperial service, and practically under the absolute control 
” of the Imperial Government, was objectionable in prin- 
‘'ciple, as derogating from the powers of self-government 

* Thitl. 

® Proceedings, pp. 73-4. 
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"enjoyed by them. . . They agreed to the principle 
that each Dominion slioiild organise its own forces along 
common lines, with a View to the possibility of co-opcralion 
in the future, but insisted that it sliould be left" to the colony. 
" when the need arose to determine how and to what extent 
"it should render assistance."® 

The only other feature of the Conference of 1902 which calls 
for brief mention here, is the part played by it in precipitating 
the great Tariff Reform controversy begun by Chamberlain 
in the following year. The Unionist Government, though not 
unwilling to accept the idea of an Imperial Zollverein, as 
advocated hy Chamberlain, steadily refused to listen to the 
Colonial appeal for Imix-rial rcriprocity. This plea had been 
urged more strongly at each Conference, and it was more 
insistent than ever at the Conference of 1902 ; and this 
Conference at the same time iejected the idea of inter-Imperial 
free trade. Since the last Conference, Canada had grantiHi a 
substantial preference of 33 J % to British goods, and in 1902 
all tlie other Colonies were proposing to follow her lead. But 
hints were freely thrown out, that this generosity miglit come 
to a sudden .stop, unless the United Kingdom reciprocated. 
These events burned more deeply than ever into the mind of 
Chamberlain the conviction that Impt'rial Federation could 
never be reached except by way of Commercial Union. The 
disappointment of 1902, reviving the memory of 1897, finally 
convinced hiin that the persistent rejection of Imperial Prefer¬ 
ence might alienate the Colonics, and that this might mean the 
shutting for ever of tlie t}nly door which siemed to lead to 
Imperial Unity ; and in 1903 he sprang forward to koc’p tin: 
door open. 


V. THE COHEHRENCE of 1907 AND THE FRAMING OF THE 

CONSTITUTION 


I 

The Session of 1907 marked an extremely important step 
forward in the development of the Imperial Conference as 

’ Ihid , pi>. n- 2 . ^ 

® ibtd. 
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an institution. In the two previous scions the Colonial 
Premiers had been content to express their disapproval of 
the principle of Imperial Federation. In 1907, with the 
aid of the British Govermnent, they took the further positive 
step of drawing up for the Imperial Conference a formal 
constitution definitely embodying the rival principle of 
Imperial Co-operation. 

This step was preced(‘d by important discussions, which 
helped to reveal the real significance of the developments 
we have been tracing in tliis chapter, and which are full of 
interest in the light of the developments of 1917-18. The 
discussions rang(.'d round two points : (i) the question of sub¬ 
stituting for the Imperial Conference some sort of Imperial 
Council; (2) tlie question of providing the Imperial Conference 
with a Secretariat. The proposals for an Imperial Council 
emanated from both behevers in, and opponents of. Imperial 
F?deration. Federalists disliked the Imperial Conference, 
because they wanted a body with more continuity and greater 
authority. On the other hand there were some who, while 
opposed to Imperial Federation, desired something more 
effective than the Imperial Conference in its then crude form, 
and failed to sec that in the development of this body, rather 
than in its supersession, lay the solution of their difficulties. 
They therefore groped round for some sort of Advisory 
Council which would meet continuously instead of once in 
every four years. 

Both these attacks on the Imperial Conference converged 
in the proposals set out by Sir Frederick Pollock at the Royal 
Colonial Institute in April, 1905. These proposals were the 
result of more than eighteen months’ discussion amongst a 
number of eminent men, most of them apparently Federalists.^ 
It was proposed to create a ” Council of Advice ” which was 
to have ** persuasive authority,” but no ” new kind of 
” executive or compulsory power.” The Council was not to 
be confined to Cabinet Ministers, and was apparently intended 
to supersede the Imperial Conference. But the interposition 
of such an advisory body between the Colonial Governments 

^ See Proceedings Poyal Colonial Iftslilule, Ap. (1905): Jebb • 
Jmiwtal Conference, Vol. 11 ; Wordfold: Th» Empire on the AiwU, 
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and the Government of the United Kingdom could only have 
led to friction. The whole history of Imperial relations should 
have been sufficient warning that independent governments 
cannot effectively co-operate through intermediaries, but 
only by meeting face to face in conference. The Imperial 
Conference, being an assembly of Premiers, was while it met 
the real governing body of the Empire. A " Council of 
Advice " could have exercised no executive power whatso¬ 
ever, and its advice would hardly have carried as much weight 
as the advice tendered by the informal Council of Colonial 
Agents General, which, as Sir Charles Tupper tells us, had 
already come into existence.' The Imperial Conference owed 
its very existence to the discovcr3' that no meeting of officials 
or of diplomats could be a substitute for direct personal con¬ 
sultation between ciibincts. The only satisfactf^ry way out of 
the difficulty, that in the existing stage of development such 
consultation took place at long intervals of time, was to devise 
machinery to make possible continuous consultation. 

It seems probable that Alfred Lyttleton, the successor of 
Chamberlain at the Colonial Office, was one of the undisclosed 
members of the Pollock group. At any rate the influence of 
these proposals is clearly shown in the Lyttletoii despatch 
of 19115. * This contained certain suggestions as to “the future 
“ organisation of Colonial Conferences." One of these sug¬ 
gestions was that" it might be well to discard the title * Colonial 
“ ' Conferences,’ which imperfectly expressed the facts, and 
“ to speak of these meetings in future as meetings of the 
" * Imperial Council.’ ’’ The hope was half expressed that 
mider the new title something more than a Conference might 
grow up. The other important proposal made was that there 
should be established in London a permanent " Commission " 
or " Secretariat ’’ of the " Imperial Council.’’ This Secre¬ 
tariat was to be representative of the various govoniments, 
but its functions were to be of a ’* purelj?^ consultative and 
advisory character." Its purpose was to maintain con¬ 
tinuity between the periodical meetings of the Imperial 
Council. 

‘ See Article In The Ninff^.'-nth Century, May, 1907. 

* [Cd a7f*5] 1005. 
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Taken at their face valtte these proposals seemed harmless 
^ough. By most of the G)lonial Governments, including 
Australia, they were taken at their face value—as the mere 
changing of a name, and the addition of a useful piece of 
administrative machinery. But to Canada they appeared to 
involve, on the one hand, a veiled attack on the vital prin¬ 
ciple of the Imperial Conference, and on the other an infringe¬ 
ment of Responsible Government. A Conference,** wrote 
Sir Wilfrid T^urier and his colleagues, ** is a more or less 
** unconventional gathering for informal discussion of public 
** questions, continued, it may be, from time to time, as 
drcumstances external to itself may render expedient, but 
possessing no faculty or power of binding action. . . . The 
term Council, on the other hand, indicates ... a more 
formal assembly, possessing an advisory and deliberative 
character, and in conjunction with the word * Imperial,* 
suggesting a permanent institution which, endowed with 
a continuous life, might eventually come to be regarded as 
an encroachment upon the full measure of autonomous 
legislative and administrative power now enjoyed by all 
the self-governing Colonies.*'^ As for the proposed Com¬ 
mission, they could not *' wholly divest themselves of the idea 
*' that such a Commission might conceivably interfere with 
** the working of responsible government."* It is probable 
that these suspicions were not justified, but the significance 
of the reply is that it voiced the principles upon which all the 
other Colonial governments stood as firmly as Canada,, and 
which some of them might have set forth even more emphatic¬ 
ally, if they had entertained similar suspicions. 

These five years of fruitful discussion led directly to the most 
outstanding achievement of the 1907 Session, namely, the 
passing of the constitutional resolution. This resolution for the 
first time set out clearly the structure and scope of the Imperial.- 
Conference in its more mature form, revealed it as the recQg^ 
nised central governing body of the British Commonwealth, * 
and confirmed in the most unmistakable way the victory which 
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^ See Correspondence relating tojke Future Organisation of Coloniaf ■ 
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iii'l^'and t^bahad been gained by the piinciple of Co-opera< 
tion over the principle of Imperial Federation. The fimt 
part of the resolution runs as follows: " That it will be to 
V the advantage of the Empire if a Conference, to be called 
** the Imperial Conference, is held every four years, at which 

questions of common interest may be discussed and con- 
' * sidered as betweenHis Majesty's Government and his Govern- 
**ments of the self-governing Dominions beyond the seas.. 

The Prime Minister of the United Kingdom will be ex-officio' 
"President, and the Prime Ministers of the sdf-governing 
" Dominions ex-officio members of the Conference. The 
" Secretary of State for the Colonies, will be an ex-officio 
" member of the Conference and wiU take the chair in the 
" absence of the President. He will arrange for such Imperial 
" Conferences after communication with the Prime Ministers 
" of the respjcctive Dominions. Such other Ministers as the 
" respective Governments may appoint will also be members 
" of the Conference—^it being understood that, except by 
" special permission of the Conference, each discussion will 
“ be conducted by not more than two representatives from 
" each Government, and that each Government will have only 
'* one vote." 

This resolution forms the constitution of the Imperial- 


Conference, and several points in it call for comment. The 
name " Imperial Conference " was adopted, at the suggestion 
of Sir Wilfrid Laurier, as a compromise between the old 
“ Colonial Conference " with its implication of inferior status, 
and the new " Imperial Council," across which seemed to fall 
the shadow of Imperial Federation. The significance of the 
words "... as between Hie Majestys Government and His 
Governments of the self-governing Dominions beyond the 
seas " becomes clear when we place beside them the words ob 
the 1902 resolution " . . . as between the Secretary of State 
^" for ihe Colonies and the Prime Ministers of the self-governing 
Colonies/^ The term " Dominions " was substituted for 


the term "Colonies" which occurred in the original draft 


of the resolution as drawn up by the Colonial Office; and the 
change was made becauser the Prime Ministers of the 
Dominions wished to be rid of an official title which reached 
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bade to the days of dependence, and wished also' to 
emphasise the practical equality of status which now existed 
between the new nations and the mother country. Both 
Sir Wilfrid T^urier and Mr. Dcakin, the Prime Ministers of 
Canada and of Australia respectively, insisted that the Con¬ 
ference was no longer one between the British Colonial Office 
and British self-governing Colonies, but as Mr. Deakin put it 
. between governments and governments, due recog- 
**'nition, of course, being had to the seniority and scope of 
those governments. The substitution of the ilMme 
Minister for the Colonial Secretary as the ex-officio President 
of the Conference, was a further sign of the recognition of 
practical equality of status, and it was also a mark of recog¬ 
nised lc<adorship. 


VI. THE PROBLEM OF A LINK BETWEEN THE CONFERENCES 

The two remaining portions of the constitutional resolution 
raised vital issues which the Conference left blurred and 
unsettled. Tlie first dealt with the question of the Secre¬ 
tariat ; the second provided for " subsidiary Conferences." 
The confusion shown in the debate on the Secretariat 
was due partly to the fact that two distinct fimctions— 
one administrative and the other political—were not clearly 
distinguislicd by the speakers. There were (i) the purely 
business arrangements arising out of the four-yearly Con¬ 
ferences (matters such as the fixing of the date of the 
meeting, the preparation of the agenda, the taking of 
minutes etc.), (2) the political problem involved in the 
fact that a four-yearly Conference could not deal with a 
situation which demanded much more frequent consultations 
between Cabinets. 

The debate ranged hazily round two distinct solutions. 
(A) The first solution was that some one of the Governments 
represented at the Conference might undertake the secretanal 
business arising out of the Conference. This took the form 

* Proceedings, p. 7. 
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of the proposal actually adopted, namely, that the British 
Colonial Secretary should charge certain of liis officials to act 
as the Secretariat. Tlie section ran as follows: That it is 
** desirable to establish a system by which the several Govem- 
*' ments represented shall be kept informed during the periods 

between the Conference in regard to matters, which have 
“ been or may be subjects for discussion, by means of a 
** permanent secretarial staff, charged, under the direction of 
“ the Secretary of State for the Colonics, with the duty of 
** obtaining information for the use of the Conference, of 
" attending to its resolutions, and of conducting correspon- 

dcnce on matters relating to its affairs.” Some of the objec¬ 
tions to this course were st*t out by the Prime Minister of 
Australia, Mr. Deakin, supi>ortcd by tlic Premiers of New 
Zealand and of Cape Colony. They urged that such a 
Secretariat must by its nature be quite inadequate for the 
work to be done, and that the adoption of this plan would tend 
to place the Imperial Conference under the thumb of the 
Colonial Office. Mr. Deakin urged that the Colonial Office, 
being in the main concerned with the government of tropical 
dependencies, was inclined to bring a Crown Colony frame of 
mind to bear upon its dealings with the free nations of the 
Empire. It was obvious that a Colonial Office Scendariat 
would be suspect of the Doininioii Governments, and would be 
permitted to function only within the narrowest possible 
limits. There was not the least chance tliat Dominion Govern¬ 
ments would entrust important political functions to Colonial 
Office officials. 

The creation of tlic Secretariat, however, brought about a 
much needed change in the organisation of the Colonial Office. 
It involved the separation of Dominion from Crown Colony 
affairs, and the setting up of a new ” Dominions Division ” 
to deal with the former. 

(B) Jhe second course was that advocated by Mr. Deakin 
and Dr. Jameson. Their aim appi'ars to have been to create 
a permanent body, which would not only render the 
Conference indeiiendent of thy Colonial Office as regards the 
narrower secretarial functions, but would also hv capable of 
undertaking the quasi-political function of serving as a 
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connecting link between the govemm^ts daring the interval' 
when their leaders were not meeting face to face in Conference. 
Mr. Dcakin’s idea was to have a secretariat composed ol 
officials representing the various governments, but under 
the control and direction of the British Prime Minister acting 
in the capacity of President of the Conference. Dr. Jameson, 
on the o^er hand, pictured the Secretariat as a Joint Board of 
High Commissioners and Agents General, together with repre¬ 
sentatives of the British Government, each official responsible 
to his own Government. 

These proposals would have avoided the taint of dependence 
involved in a Secretariat under the exclusive control of the 
Colonial Office, but they were open to attack on the ground 
that they might mean the setting up of a body external to 
the Governments, and therefore likely to come into conflict 
with them on political questions. . There might be,'* 

said the Colonial Secretary summing up the objections of the 
British Government, *' under a proposal of this kind, a danger 
** to the autonomy of us all ”-rSL sentence which also summed 
up the objections of the Canadian Government. There arc, 
indeed, obvious objections to investing mere officials with 
functions which, on democratic principles, can only be safely 
left in the hands of the political heads of a Government, that 
is, of Cabinet Ministers. The special difficulty about investing 
political power in the hands of High Commissioners and Agents 
General, is that these officials have usually been eminent 
ex-ministers, and have thcndorc been regarded somewhat 
by Colonial Governments as i)ossible rivals. Hence these 
Governments have always been chary of entrusting important 
political functions to their official representatives in London. 

The only satisfactory solution of the problem of a secretariat 
lay in a direction which was hardly ev^ glanced at in 1907.^^ 
Political functions could not be entrusted to mere Colonial" 
Agents, much less to Colonial Office officials, but there was no ‘ 
real objection to entrusting them to poUUcal represmtaiives^ 
that is, to resident Cabinet Ministers. The history of the 
Canadian High Commissionership offered a useful precedent.'^ 
From 1888-1892 Sir Charles fupper had held the office of 
High Commisiiioner in London, while at the same time he' 
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Tetaified a seai in the Dominion Cabinet—a practice which has 
' laitely been revived in the case of Sir Geoige Perley. A coundl 
'of such Resident Ministers, leading members of their Cabinets, 
meeting .continuously in London, might exercise the political 
functiona jealously denied to officials; and it would also be 
the body best fitted to control the business side of the secre¬ 
tariat, which in 1907 was surrendered by the Imperial Con¬ 
ference to the Colonial Office. Such a body would not inter¬ 
fere with the Imperial Conference, because it would be an 
Imperial Conference in perpetual session, changing in personnel 
with changes of government, and strengthened as occasion 
demanded by the presence of Prime Ministers or other 
members of the various cabinets. It would not interpose 
'itself between the Governments, because it would be as nearly 
as possible a perpetual council of Governments, able to exercise 
no power save tlirough them. 

But in 1907 the possibility of such a council was well down 
over the political horizon. The one important step towards 
it in 1907 was contained in the last section of the constitu¬ 
tional Resolution which provided for the meeting of sub- 
“ sidiary Conferences,’* to be held as often as needed for the 
purpose of dealing with matters of importance which could 
not conveniently be postponed till the meeting of the next 
plenary Conference, or with subjects calling for more detailed 
consideration.* These Conferences were to be composed of 
"representatives of the Governments concerned specially 
" chosen for the purpose ’’; and there was some hope that 
under this clause important questions arising in the four-year- 
. long recesses would not be allowed, as in the past, to fall into 
the hands of the diplomatists (the High Commissioners and 
Agents General) but would be dealt with by special ad hoc 
conferences of Cabinet Ministers. 

Great political principles or expedients, such as the prin¬ 
ciple of representation and the device of majority rule, have an 
air of inevitability and of simplicity which tends to conceal 


* Under this danse a Defence Conference was held in 1909 and a 
Cop3rr4^t Conference in 1910. Cf. Navigation Conference, 1907: 
Educatido Conferences, 1907 (unofficial) and 1911; and Surveyors' 
Ccnfeience, 191 x. 
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their real nature and their true value. To get the right' 
attitude towards them, we must study them in their historical 
development; wc must dig about in the scrap-heaps of history 
for their early models, and for all the tangled mass of rejected' 
expedients and devices which went to their making. This is 
true of the Impt'rial Conference as of most other great political 
inventions ; and it is true also of the minor expedient of the 
Resident Minister. It has required more than twenty years 
of discussion and thought to demonstrate tliat the problem 
of the gap between tlic Conferences could not bo solved except 
by means of the Resident Minister. The question was again 
debated at the Conference of 1911, with the result that although 
the expedient of the Resident Minister received little atten¬ 
tion in the discussion, the way was cleared for its adoption 
by the rejection of all other suggested expedients.‘ The 
debate not only helped to make dearer the need for continuity, 
but it also showed that the Dominions were not prepared to 
allow political functions to be exercised by officiah —whether 
their own or those of the Colonial Office. Even this second 
debate was not sufficient, however, excc])t in the case of 
Canada, to convince the Dominion Governments of the neces¬ 
sity of making provision for contintwus cabinet consultation: 
It was only after several years of war that this necessity was 
finally driven home to them. 


VII. tONCLUSION 

It is not necessary to give a detailed account of the work of 
the Conferences of 1907 and of 1911. As we have seen, the 
main lines of the Conference were settled by 1907. Between 
this date and 1914 the chief constitutional devdopments 
centred round the questions of defence and foreign affairs, and' 
these are best dealt with in a separate chapter. It is suffident 
to remark here that in the seven years before the war the 
principles of 1907—^free co-operation on a basis of equality 

* Proceedings, pp. 173-194. Cf. pp. 75-97. Cf. also below, Ch. VI., 

rp. 154 ff- 
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^nd independence—were applied consistently and with excel¬ 
lent results, especially in the sphere of defence. These years 
witnessed the steady growth of nationhood in the Dominions, 
and the steady tlirusting into the background of the idea of 
Imperial Federation by the growth of the newly discovered 
method of Cabinet consultation. The debate on Imperial 
Federation inaugurated by Sir Joseph Ward at the Imperial 
Conference of 1911, showed all the Governments represented 
there (save New Zealand) more strongly opposed than ever 
to the idea of superseding the method of free co-opcratiou by 
the creation of an Imperial federal sui)er-state. " It is 
co-operation,” said General Botha, voicing the sentiments of 
the Conference. ” and always better co-operation that we want, 
*' and that is what we must always strive for.”* 

The question of Imperial Preference was considered again 
in a lengthy debate in 1907, but upon the decisive rejection 
by the British Government of the whole idea of tariff prefer¬ 
ence. the Conference turned to "making roads across the 
"Empire, not building walls.”* In these two sessions the 
questions of securing improved cable, mail, steamship, postal, 
and commercial intelligence services were considered; and 
steps were taken to secure uniformity of legislation in regard 
to such matters as naturalisation, copyright, and so forth. 
In ways such as these the Imperial Conference revealed itself, 
not as the narrow w'ar-jjrevcntiiig or war-making inadiiiic 
which some of its critics called for, but as a great organ of 
peaceful iiiternaiional co-operation. 


* Proceedings, p. 70. • 

* A phrase used by Mr. Churchill during the debate on Preference, 
is X907. 



CHAPTER VI 


THE WORKING OF THE BRITISH GROUP OF 
STATES BEFORE THE WAR 

I. DEFENCE AND POLICY 

D EFENCE is dealt with in this chapter not because it is 
regarded as necessarily the most important and fruit- 
f ul sphere of Imperial Co-operation, but rather because 
it was the sphere in which most progress had been made before 
the war, and in whidi, therefore, it is easiest to study the 
principles and methods of Imperial Co-operation. 

The necessary inter-relation between defence and foreign 
policy—the fact that logically defence is determined by. 
policy—^would lead us to expect co-operation in foreign policy 
to come before, or simultaneously with, co-operation in 
defence. In the British Empire, however, this has not been 
altogether borne out by the facts: effective co-operation in 
defence has come before effective co-operation in high policy.* 
This fact and the delay of the Dominions in assuming the full 
burden of their national defence demand some discusrion. 

It has been argued by Tariff Reformers that the delay on 
the part of the Dominions was due mainly to the failure of 
the United Kingdom to abandon her " fetish of free t^ade^*^ 
and to grant Dominion products the preference in her maiheta 
which was supposed to be necessary to ensure the commercial 
stability of the new nations.* The fact that the expenditure 
of Australia on defence in 1912-3. per head, of populatidiit 

* The distinction between " foreign policy ** and '* high policy is" 
dealt with in §VII. • ' • j 

* Cf. Jebb: The Imperial Conference, and Worsfold : The EHfpift 
on the Anml (1916), pp. 75, etc. « 
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exceeded by amaigin of from about 5s. to 20s.'the expenditure 
per head of any other countiy in the world save England and 
France* is in itself sufficient to destroy most of the force of 
this argument. 

Not more satisfactory was the argument, freely used by 
some advocates of Imperial Federation, that Dominion states¬ 
men failed to challenge their dependence on the Mother 
Country in questions of high policy, because they preferred 
to "'darken counsel" rather than face the issue—either 
Imperial Federation or Separation—^which (it was urged) 
would be raised the moment this challenge was made. The 
experience of Dominion Ministers led them to believe that 
this dilemma was unreal, and that co-operation in high policy 
would be found practicable as soon as the Dominions had 
assumed full responsibility for their defence, and were there¬ 
fore in a position to make the challenge. 

The chief explanation of the two facts cited must be sought 
in the nature of the relationship between the Dominions and 
the United Kingdom. This relationship, as Sir Charles 
Lucas has finely taught us, is essentially one between parent 
and daughter states.^ What has been acclaimed as a great 
discovery of present-day statesmanship, the idea of a manda¬ 
tory state saieguarding and assisting to maturity young and 
undeveloped states such as Syria and Palestine, has been 
practised for more than half a century, quietly and as a 
natural family arrangement, by Great Britain towards her 
colonies. This period of protection has been of incalculable 
value to the Dominions. It has given them an ample breath¬ 
ing space in which to consolidate their institutions, and to 
develop their territories. Without it their whole developmen t 
would have been stunted. Without the friendly advice, 
glliidance and protection given by the Mother Country, how 
much of the peculiar fineness and hope of the civilisations in 
Australia and New Zealand must have been sacrificed inevit¬ 
ably to* the supreme need of self-preservation ? 

In the light of this conception of a relationship between 
parmt and daughter states, the ^planation of the situation 
as it stood before the war becomes clear. The Dominions 
I Lucas: Greater Rome and Greater Britain (i 9 i 3 )> 
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ddayed to undertake the full burden of their national defence, 
and the Mother Country readily acquiesced in the delay, 
because botli parties sought to avoid a possible overstraining 
of the structure and resources of the new states. A second 
factor in the situation was the not unnatural reluctance of the 
Mother Country to surrender her exclusive control of high 
policy, and of the daughter states to press her to make this 
surrender of her vested interests until they had assumed 
someth!'ig like the full burden of their national defence 
policies. Doubtless also the comparative isolation of the 
Dominions, and their long period of dependence, caused them, 
in varying degrees, to undcr-estimatc the importance of ques¬ 
tions of defence and of high policy, and to be less anxious than 
they should have been to control such matters. This was 
pnrticuhu'ly true in the case of Canada, which, although more 
mature than the other Dominions, failed to take the lead in 
establishing national defence forces.^ 

The remaining sections of this chapter will deal .with the 
development of Imperial Co-operation in defence (including 
the growth of the national defence policies of Australia and 
Canada); the nature and extent of the control exercised by 
the Dominions over their chief foreign relationships and the 
growth of Tmpcricil Co-operation in these matters; and hnalty, 
the opening stages in the demand made by the Dominions 
before the war for a share in the control of questions of high 
policy. 

^ Tho pica of iimnaturity was advanced by Sir Will i id Laurier at 
the Conference oF 1907, as Iho ground for tho refusal of Canada to 
undertake naval defence. {Proceedings, p. 542.) 

In reference to the pre-war period we must beware of speaking of a 
" proportionate share *' in the case of Canada. Her geographical 
position, and the shelter of the Monroe Doctrine, made her far less 
dependent than the other Daminions upon the protection of the Kitisb 
hlavy. So long, therefore, as the doctrine of aloofness from the quarrels 
of Europe, as expounded by Sir Wilfrid Laurier, was accepted by her 
pcojde, it was absurd to expect from her anything like tho 32s. 3d. per 
head expended by the United Kingdom in the year before the war, or 
even the 23s. yd. expended by Australia on defence in the same year. 
The defence expenditure of Caxada in 1912-13 was 5s. 2d.; compare 
this with the 1 |s of the United Stales in 1913. (Figures from OfficiiU 
Year Book of the Commonwealth of Australia (1915), p. 952.) 
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II. CO-OPERATION IN MILITARY DEFENCE 

In the previous chapter I have attempted to show how the 
earlier sessions of the Imperial Conference succeeded in estab¬ 
lishing the principle of autonomy in military defence. It now 
remains to show how in the decade before the war the Con¬ 
ference adopted and worked out the equally vital principle 
of co-operation.‘ 

There is probably no parallel in history to the spectacle 
offered by the forces of the Empire in the European war. 
Four or five distinct national armies succeeded in working 
together in complete co-ordination, and reached in a remark¬ 
ably short time a level of military efficiency as high as that 
of the forces of a single power. The credit for this result 
rests ultimately with the Imperial Conference, which set in 
motion the machinery that made it possible. The result 
depended upon the thorough application of two principles; 
(i) the principle of co-ordination—^uniformity of organisation, 
equipment and of tactical training; (2) the principle of unity 
of command in the event of co-operation in war. 

The first great step forward was taken at the Imperial 
Conference of 1907, when, on the suggestion of Mr. Haldane 
(then Secretary of State for War), it was resolved that the 
British General Staff, which had just been established, should 
be expanded into an Imperial General Staff. The nature, 
purpose and function of this important organ are sufficiently 
explained in the resolution ultimately passed by the Con¬ 
ference : 

'* That this Conference . . . recognises and affirms the 
" need of developing for the service of the Empire a General 
** Staff, selected from the forces of the Empire as a whole, 

which shall study military science in all its branches, 
‘'shall collect and disseminate to the various governments 
" military infprmation and intelligence, shall undertake the 
“ preparation of schemes of defence on a common piinciple, 

^ On the question of defence sec Keith: Responsible Goverumenl, 
pp. 1248-98, and hia Imperial Unity and the Dominions, pp. 301-30Q; 
£watt: Kingdom of Canada and Kingdom Papers ; Jehb : imperial 
Conference, VoJ. II. 
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" and, without in the least interfering in questions coihiUM;|^ 
** with command and adipinistration, shall, at the requ^t 
*' of the respective governments, advise as to the training, 

education and war organisation of the military forces it 
” the Crown in every part of the Empire." ' 

Two years later a second great advance was made as a 
result of the subsidiary Defence Conference called in 1909* 
In the words of Mr. Asquith the result of the Conference was 
"... a plan for so organising the forces of the Crown wher* 
" ever they are that, while preserving the complete autonomy 
" of each Dominion, should the Dominion desire to assist in 
" the defence of the Empire in a real emergency, their forces 
" could be rapidly combined into one homogeneous Imperial 
" Army." ■ 

This Conference was followed by a complete reorganisation 
of the defence forces of Australia and New Zealand where 
compulsory military training in time of peace was adopted 
in 1909-10. This example was followed by South Africa in 
1912. In each case (and also in Canada) the principle of 
co-ordination was adopted; that is, the forces of the Dominion 
were organised, equipped and trained on the general lines 
which the Defence Conference had agreed ought to be adopted 
by the forces of each member of the group of states. Thus 
by 1914 it was possible to say that, with the partial exception 
of Canada, the Dominions had assumed the fullest responsi¬ 
bility for thei'* national defence on its military side. 

The duty of working out and api>lying the plan of ,1909 fell 
to two bodies: (i) the Imperial General Staff and its k al 
sections, and (2) the Committee of Imperial Defence. 


(i). The Imperial General Sfaff 

r 

By 1912 the Imperial General Sta 0 had taken shapd' as a 
central organ with a number of independent but closely 
linked local sections. Each Dominion had its own General 
Staff which was in effect a section of the central body, but was' 

» Proceedings (1907). pp. v-jvi; see also pp. 95-X18. . 

> Cd. 4948, 1909, p. 19. (Correspondence and Papers relatfng-jto 
Defence Conference of 1^*09.) 
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at the aftine time completely under the control of the Dominion 
Government. The local sections were linked up with the 
central oigan by a method of interdiange of officers, such 
officers, of course, coming under the complete control of the 
Government to whom they were sent. In 1912 a Dominions 
Section of the Imperial General Stafi was formed at the War 
Office, consisting of three officers representing respectively 
the Canadian, Australian and New Zealand General StafiEs. 
The duties of these officers were to act as links between the 
central body and their own local staffs, and to study the 
methods and ideas in vogue in the English army. As a further 
means of ensuring common standards and the maximum of 
efficiency, provision was made that the Dominions might, 
if they so desired, avail themselves of the services of the 
Inspector General of Oversea Forces.^ 


(2). The Committee of Imperial Defence 

This body has been described as : 

. a department specially occupied with the control 
and co-ordination of the naval and military policy of the 
Empire. ... It is constitutionally the advisory council 
“ of the Prime Minister, and it includes, besides Cabinet 
"" Ministeis, certain high officials concerned with military 
and naval administration whom its president may be dis- 
“ posed to summon to its deliberations. It has its own secre- 
" tary and permanent staff."* The great importance of this 
body lay in the fact that for the first time it made possible 
the continuous and systematic study of war problems. 
Among the more important of its tasks were the inducing of 

* A tour of inspection was made In 1913-X4 by the Inspcctor>Gencral. 
Sir Ian Hamilton; at the request of the Governments of Canada. 
Anstralia and New Zealand. 

As a further example of co-operation it should be noted that officers 
■ wwe sent for their higher training to the stafi Colleges at Camberley 
odd Quetta. The Military Colleges of Canada and Austialia were only 
intended to undertake the training of junior officerj. ipfftcial Yeae 
B(6ok d the Commonwealth of Australia (1915). p. 940.) Cf. also the 
pnWnkms with regard to the Australian Naval Colleges, 
low: CovemaMce of England (19x4 £d.). p. x6a n. 
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«ach government departincnt to consider beforehand the 
action which it should take in the cv^t of war, and the co¬ 
ordination of the efforts of all the departments during war. 

The constitution of the Committee was sufficiently elastic 
to enable Dominion representatives to attend, whenever 
necessary, as full members. Thus during the Imperial Cem- 
fercnce of 1911 naval and military matters were discussed 
by the Prime Ministers and Defence Ministers of the United- 
Kingdom and the Dominions, not in the Conferemee itself, 
but in the Committee of Imperial Defence. It was during 
these secret meetings that two very important decisions were 
arrived at which opened the way to a great step forward in 
Imperial relationships. ‘ It was resolved: 

" (i) That one or more representatives, appointed by the 
respective Governments of the Dominions, ^ould l>e invited 
“ to attend meetings of the Committee of Imperial Defence 
*' when questions of naval and military defence affecting the 
Overseas Dominions are under consideration. 

“ (2) Tlic proposal that a Defence Committee should be 
“ csta 1 }lishcd in eacli Dominion is accepted in principle." 

I am not concerned here with the political significance of 
the first resolution : it is sufficient to remark that it was the 
greatest step forward in Imperial Co-operation since tlie 
establishment of tlie quadrennial Conference between Govern¬ 
ments. The unanimous opinion expressed by those present 
that such representation should be by Ministers responsible 
to Parliament, meant that for the first time the possibility 
was opened up of continuous cabinet consultation. In accord¬ 
ance with' the second resolution, Defence Councils (or Com¬ 
mittees). similar in organisation and function to the Com¬ 
mittee of Imperial Defence, were set up before the war by 
Canada (19x4) and South Africa (1912), and by Australia in 
iqig.* Canada was the only Dominion which had a Resident 
Minister in London when war broke out,* 

Pafliamentury Paper, Cd. 6560 (1912); Keith : Selected Spiels, 
etc., Vol. II, ppi. 339-42. 

Union of South Africa Delenee Act of 1912 Section 29. Statutory 
Rule No. 58 of 19x9. under Commonwealth Naval Defence Act. 

^ Sir Ceorge I^erley,member of the Dominion Cabinet, became. 
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- When war caine, and the Dominion Governments decided 
at once to take part in it, the whole elaborate machinery of 
military co-operation, so patiently and skilfully constructed 
in the years before the storm, swung smoothly into action. 
It was the political significance of the gathering of nations 
from all sides of the earth in a common cause, which impressed 
the popular mind. The remarkable machinery, which had 
made possible the perfect fitting together of five or six distinct 
national forces into a conunon plan of campaign under a 
unified command, was passed by almost in silence.^ 

III. CO-OPERATION IN NAVAL DEFENCE 

From tliG point of view of constitutional development 
in the Empire,- the question of naval defence has been of 
greater importance than that of military defence, because it 
has raised in a more acute form the question of the control of 
matters of high policy. 

As we have seen, national feeling even in its half developed 
form, had foredoomed to failure the S3rstcm of money con¬ 
tributions to the British Navy adopted by the Australian 
Colonies in 1887, and afterwards by all the other self-govern¬ 
ing colonies save the Dominion of Canada. Between xqoa 
and 1907 interest centred in the struggle between the deter¬ 
mination of the Admiralty to maintain the ideal of a centra¬ 
lised British Navy, contributed to in ca^ or in kind by the 
Dominions, and the rising national feeling in the greater 
Dominions against “hired defence," and in favour of 
Dominion navies. 

The German threat to British naval supremacy forced 
matters to a head in 1909. The threat itself, and the conse¬ 
quent withdrawal of British war vessels from colonial stations 
to the North Sea, helped to awaken the people of the 
Dominions to the full meaning of naval dependence, and to 

Hesident Minister in i9i4-< The Canadian Defenro Committee estab- 
lUhied in January, 1914, completed a War Book, similar to the Briti^ 
War Book, just in time for the outbreak of War. Borden: Th» War 
and the Future, pp. 17-18. ^ 

, See diagram illustrating Co-operation in Defence, p. 133. 
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force them to recognise thdr national responsibilities in 
defence matters. The response of Canada and Australia 
showed their definite abandonment of the policy of contribu* 
tion, in favour of the national policy of Dominion navies 
under Dominion control. The Canadian House of Commons 
in a resolution passed unanimously on March 29th recognised 
the duty of the people of Canada as they increase in numbers 
and wealth to assume in larger measure the responsibility 
of National Defence ; but it condemned the method of 
regular contributions,” and declared in favour of ” the 
” speedy organisation of a Canadian naval service in co-opera- 
” tion with, and in close relation to, the Imperial navy. . . 
This was followed by a telegram from the Government of 
Australia accepting the obligations of the Dominions to 
” share... in the burden of maintaining the permanent navgl 
supremacy of the Empire,” and expressing the opinion that 
30 far as Australia was concerned this object would be best 
attained by the encouragement of local naval development 
for the twofold purpose of providing for local defence, and 
of assisting in Imperial defence by acting in concert with the 
other sea forces of the Empire.* 

The whole question was thrashed out at the Subsidiary 
Imperial Conference on Defence held in 1909. The Admiralty, 
though it still preferred the method of centralised control, 
accepted the policy of Dominion navies. It sought to recon¬ 
cile the principle of national control with the principle of 
co-operation by working out a scheme for self-contained ” fleet 
*' units.” The units were to be built, equipped, organised,,and 
trained, in such a way that, in the event of the Dominions 
deciding to make common cause with the Mother Country 
in any emergency, the national fleets might be fitted in as 
integral parts of an Empire navy under the single strategic 
control of the senior Admiralty. 

^ Parliamenfary Paper, Cd. 4948, p. 5. The proceedings of the 
Defence Conference of 1909 are snnuned up, and the important docu¬ 
ments printed, in Keith: Responsible Government, pp. 12B5-9X. 

* Parliamentary Paper, Cd. 4948, pp. 3-4. New Zealand ofiered 
a gift of one or two Dreadnongjits. South Africa, busy completing 
the Union, merely continued the old contributions of Cape Cdony 
and Natal. 
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Thia policy is best studied in the remarkable Naval Agree¬ 
ment drawn up in 1911 between Canada, Australia, and the' 
United Kingdom.^ The Agreement began with a clear state¬ 
ment of the principles of national control: “ The naval 
** services and forces of the Dominions of Canada and Australia 
''will be exclusively under the control of their respective 
" Governments." Co-operation with the British Navy was 
facilitated by provision for general uniformity in training 
and discipline, and for the interchange of officers and men. 
Arrangements were to be made, " in the interests of efficiency 
" and co-operation," for fleet exercises and other forms of joint 
training under the command of the Senior Naval Officer. 
There were also articles dealing with the situations likely 
to arise from the fact that the Dominions were not technically 
independent states with foreign offices and embassies of their 
own. The procedure to be adopted if a Dominion warship 
were sent by its Government outside the naval station agreed 
upon for that Dominion, was carefully defined. All these 
articles providing for co-operation in time of peace, led up to the 
provision for unity of command in the event of a decision to 
co-operate in time of war: " In time of war, when the naval 
" service of a Dominion, or any part thereof, has been put 
" at the disposal of the Imperial Government by the Dominion 
** authorities, the ships will form an integral part of the British 
" fleet and will remain under the control of the British Admi- 
" ralty during the continuance of the war. ’ ’ 

The defeat of the Laurier government in Canada in 1911 
involved a partial change in naval policy. The Borden 
administration, whilst accepting the idea of a Canadian navy 
as the ultimate policy of Canada, believed that the German 
rivalry had created an emergency in British naval policy, 
-which ought to be met by an emergency contribution of 
Dreadnoughts from Canada. But even the careful case made 
out by Sir Robert Borden backed up as it was by a cogent 
memorandum,* prepared at his request by the Admiralty, 

^ See Cd. 5746 II; and Keith: Selected Speeekesj etc., Vol. II, 
PP- 304-7. 

* ParliafMniaey Paper, Cd. 6513. This memorandnm and Borden's 
speech are fepiinted in Keith, op. cii., Vai, 11 . 
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failed to diminish the opposition of the Liberal party to what 
it regarded as a serious departure from the principle of 
Canadian autonomy. After a bitter contest in the House of 
Commons the Bill was finally defeated in the Senate. 

The partial change of policy in Canada helped to strengthen 
a tendency in England to revert to the policy of naval cen¬ 
tralisation. Mr. Churchill, who came to the Admiralty in 
igii, was the chief exponent of this view. He roundly 
condemnec* the national policy of Australia, and held up as 
a model to all the Dominions the contributory policy of New 
Zealand. If the war had not intervened the whole question 
would have been thrashed out at the next session of the 
Imperial Conference, which in normal circumstances would 
have been held in 1915. 

It is not likely that, if this Conference had been held, either 
Australia or Canada would have countenanced any departure 
from the principles of the Naval Agreement of 191Z—the 
principles, that is, of Dominion naval autonomy, and of the 
co-ordination of the naval forces of the Empire with a view 
to their co-operation in time of war. It is much more likely, 
in fact, that fault would have been found with the Agreement 
because of its failure to carry these principles into full effect. 
The Dominions had sufficient insight into the principles of^ 
naval strategy to recognise that the effectiveness of a joint 
fleet depends upon its peace-time concentration being in 
accordance with probable war-time requirements. Strict 
adherence to this maxim was impossible unless the Dominions 
were free to move their ships to any part of the world. Under 
the terms of the Agreement, however, Canadian and Australian 
ships could not be moved beyond their narrowly defined 
naval stations, unless the two Dominions were prepared to 
surrender to Britain part of their control over these ships."' 
The movements of war vessds are inseparably connected 
with foreign policy, and the naval stations were expressly 
designed to yard off the Dominion fleets from contact with 
foreign countries. Thus the naval controversy raised in an 
acute form the fundamental question of the dependence of 
the Dominions in matters of high policy. 
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The following diagram may help to make clearer the 
relationship between the various bodies described in this 
chapter. 


Diai^r^im lllustratini^ Co-operation in Defence 
Imperial Conference 
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NOTE.—^The diagram represents tendency as well as accomplished 
fact. As the dotted lines indicate, the Naval General Stalls are hypo¬ 
thetical (except in the U.K. where just before the War a Haval JVar 
'Staff was created, and placed under the control of the First Sea Lord). 
The Imperial Naval General Stafi is also hypothetical. New Zealand, 
having a single Defence Ministry, has not established a Defence Com¬ 
mittee. During the War the Committee of Imperial Defence was 
absorbed in the Secretariat of the War Cabinet—a body which also 
nerved the Imperial War Cabinet—^but has now been revived. 

To prevent undue complication of the diagram, lines indicating 
representation are shown only in the case of Canada; the Defence 
Ministries to which the General Staffs are immediately responsible are 
omitted, and the possibility of separate Air Staffs has been ignored. 
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IV. TRADE RELATIONS 

As we have already seen. Responsible Government was 
not at once accompanied by the grant of power to the Colonies 
to frame their own tariffs. Even when this power was con* 
ceded (about 1850), it was not intended that the Colonies 
should depart from the principles of Free Trade. The 
emphatic assertion by the Canadian Government in 1859 
of the right of a Colony to exercise complete control over its 
own fiscal policy, ultimately settled this issue for all self* 
governing Colonies ; and before the end of the century most 
of them had adopted protective systems.^ Separate tariff 
policies led logically to the demand for separate commercial 
treaties, and its corollary, that the Dominions should not be 
bound without their consent by commercial treaties negoti* 
ated by the United Kingdom. Both these points, together 
with provision for separate adherence to, and separate with¬ 
drawal from, British commercial treaties were fully con¬ 
ceded in the last two decades of the Nineteenth Centuiy.* 

The provisions made with regard to the negotiation of 
commercial treaties arc noteworthy, because of their attempt 
to reconcile the interests of each State with the interests of 
the Group. These provisions were gradually worked out with 
the Canadian Government from 1880-95, and in the latter 
year were embodied in a letter from the Colonial Secretary, 
Lord Ripon, to the Dominion Governments, s At first it 
was contemplated that the actual negotiation of a treaty 
should be left in the hands of the British Ambassador, who 
was to be advised by a representative of the Canadian Govem- 
znent. But this stage passed almost at once, and by 1893 
we find the High Commissioner, Sir Charles Tupper, not only 
acting as chief negotiator in a treaty with Prance, but also 
signing it in conjunction with the British Ambassador. The 
principle underlying this procedure was set out clearly by Lord 
Ripon: To give the Colonies the power of negotiating 

* Keith : Responsible Gouhrnment.^Pt. V, Ch. VI. 

* Jbid., Ch. V. See also Imperial Unity, etc., Ch. XIII. 

> Keith : Selected Speeches, etc., Vol. li, pp. 156-64. 
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'* treaties for themselves without reference to Her Majesty's 
"Government would be to give them an international 
" status as separate and sovereign States, and would be 
"equivalent to breaking up the Empire into a number of 
" independent States, a result which Her Majesty's Govern- 
" ment are satisfied would be injurious equally to the Colonies 
" and to the Mother Country, and would be desired by 
" neither.”^ In 1907 it was explained by Sir Edward Grey— 
in a letter to the representatives of the Imperial Government 
at Paris and Rome in connection with the proposed negotia¬ 
tion by Canada of commercial treaties with these countries— 
that the object of the provisions of 1895 was " to secure that 
" negotiations sliould not be entered into and carried through 
" by a Colony unknown to and independently of His Majesty’s 
“ Government.” Provided this condition was satisfied, he 
pointed out, the selection of the negotiator was principally a 
-matter of convenience/ In this case the Canadian Prime 
Minister and the Minister of Finance were the obvious persons, 
and they would doubtless keep the British Ambassador 
informed of their progress. If any agreement resulted the 
treaty was to be signed jointly by the ambassador and the 
Canadian plenipotentiary. In 1910 the Canadian Govern¬ 
ment took a further step towards independence in commercial 
matters by negotiating trade agreements with Germany, 
the United States, and Italy, through their consuls in Canada, 
thus giving the consul what was really a semi-diplomatic 
position. The Canadian negotiations wore however carried 
on with the full knowledge and approval of the Britisli Govern¬ 
ment, and were therefore in accordance with the principle of 
co-operation. The fact that they resulted in informal agree¬ 
ments rather than in treaties proper, which would have 
required formal ratification, limited the power of the Mother 
Country to interfere.* 

In negotiating the famous Reciprocity Agreement of 1911 
by means of Canadian Ministers who negotiated directly with 
the United States Government at Washington, the Canadian 

* Ibid., pp. 164-6. * ^ 

• Keith: Imf^al Unity, etc., pp. 270-71 and 294-6. Ewart: 
Kifi^dom Papers, Nos. 17 and 19. 
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Government assumed a still more independent attitude. So 
much so, that, in the opinion of Dr. Keith, they departed 
seriously from the spirit of true co-operation by neglecting 
to keep the Briti^ Grovemment sufficiently informed ffiroug^ 
the Briti^ Ambassador at Washington, and paid the penalty, 
for^what was rightly or wrongly regarded as a partial neglect 
of the interests of the Group, in their disastrous defeat at the 
Canadian General Election of 1911.' 

With this doubtful exception, the attempt to reconcile the 
trade interests of each State with the interests of the Group 
seems to have been remarkably successful. The principles 
set forth by the United Kingdom in 1895, principles which 
merely embodied her consistent practice, have b^n lo3^y 
accepted by the Dominions as the bare essentials of a true 
Society of States. These principles were : that concessions 
made by a Colony to any foreign nation should be extended 
to all other nations entitled to most favoured nation rights in 
the Colony, that any such concession must be extended auto¬ 
matically to the whole of the British possessions, and that no 
concession could be accepted from a foreign power which 
would be seriously to the disadvantage of another part of 
the Empire.* Before the war the United Kingdom Govern¬ 
ment fulfilled its FC.sponsibility as leader of the Group by 
subjecting each ucaty to a very careful scrutiny before giving 
its final approval and formal ratification.* The position of 
equality with the United Kingdom now attained by the 
Dominions, renders obsolete tliis ovcrlordship by Britain: 
in future the Dominions mu'^t have power to negotiate and to 
conclude independently of the United Kingdom their own 
treaties—^any modifications which may be necessary for the 
welfare of the Group being framed in common council. But 
it is probable that, in the future as in the past, tfie Briti^ 
Commonwealth will find trade regulations approximating to 
those mentioned essential to the maintenance of its unity. 

So far, in this section, I have emphasised the more negative 

* Imperial Unity, etc., pp. 271-6; but see for a less hostile view 
Responsible Government, pp. Ii43-f3. 

* Responsible Government, pp. 1119-22. 

9 Imperial Unity, etc., pp. 26<H70. 
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aspects of co-operation with regard to trade relations. It is 
alwa3rs easier for neighbours to keep their fences in good repair 
than to assist each other in ploughing their fields. But the 
Imperial Conference was as intent upon the ploughing as 
upon the facing. Although the progress in the former was 
not perhaps as great as in the latter direction, the debated of 
the Conference opened up a vision of international co-opera¬ 
tion on a gigantic scale, whidi would make possible a much 
richer and fuller life for the communities it represented. It 
sought to develop intcr-Imperial trade relations (i) by build¬ 
ing up a great web of inter-imperial communications, includ¬ 
ing the extension, nationalisation and cheapening of cables, 
the development of wireless telegraphy, and of adequate mail 
services; (2) by the development of ocean transport and 
transport facilities; (3) by the organisation of commercial 
intelligence and the collection of information with regard to 
natural resources ; (4) by securing uniformity in commercial 
and industrial legislation ; (5) by the development of Imperial 
Preference in tariffs. In these and other directions Imperial 
G)-opcration had already done much l^forc the war, and had 
given a promise of much greater advances in the future. 


V. IMMIGRATION 

No greater dilhculty has faced, or is likely to face, the 
states of the British Empire than the question of immigration. 
The most acute form taken by the question is that of the 
immigration of Asiatics to the Dominions. No better 
example of the value of such a society of states as the British 
Empire could be found than the way in which this problem 
has been faced. Here, perhaps better than an3^here else, 
we can study the actual working of the basic principle of the 
Empire—the reconciliation of the conflicting interests of Jts 
communities with the general good of the whole Group.^ 

^ Cf. Discussions of this question at the Conferences of 1897, 191X,, 
1917, and 1918; and the valuable papers submitted to the last two 
Conferences. 
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The rigtit of a self-governing community to control immigra¬ 
tion, that is, to decide the future composition of its own 
population, was first asserted by the Australian colonies in 
connection with the immigration of Chinese in the latter half 
of the nineteenth century. The principle was soon accepted 
by all the self-governing communities of the Empire as 
essential to the maintenance of their separate national 
identities, and now, more perhaps than any other principle, 
it stands for the Dominions as their Magna Charta. The 
ideal which the colonial communities set before themselves 
was well voiced by Sir Henry Parkes when justifying his 
drastic action in excluding Chinese immigrants in 1888: 

" In founding a free State no nationality or class should be 
“ considered whom we are not prepared to admit to all our 

franchises, all our rights of poverty, all our privileges of 

citizenship, all our social usages and trusts not excluding 
“ inter-marriage.”* 

In accordance with this principle, peoples of Asiatic and 
of African races were excluded by the Australian Colonies 
before Federation, and later by the Commonwealth in one of 
its first Acts. Similar action was taken by New Zealand. 
The grounds for such exclusion were that these peoples could 
not be assimilated, that their presence in any large numbers 
would undermine the foundations—economic, political, and 
social—of Australasian civilisation, and that, as a result, 
Australia and New Zealand would become racially, as they 
were geographically, appendages of Asia. A somewhat 
similar position was taken up by British Columbia (he Pacific 
Province of Canada (as also by the Pacific States of the United 
States of America), and by some of the Colonies of South 
Africa, who were anxious to avoid adding to their already 
insoluble racial problems.* 

* Parkes: Fifty Years in the Making of Anstralian History, Vol. 11 , . 
p 207. 

^ For a useful summary of the history of the question, see Keith : 
Responsible Government, pp. 1075-1100; Imperial Unity, etc.. Ch. IX 
(this latter account is marred by several surprising misconceptions 
as to the real basis of the caset for exclusion); and several valuable 
memoranda and discussions in the Proceedings of the Imperial War 
Conferences of 1917 and 1918. 
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, Even a casual examination of the problems raisedf in various 
parts of the world, especially in the United States and in 
South Africa, 1 )y the intermingling of peoples of European, 
Asiatic, and African races reveals the immense strength of the 
position taken up by the Dominions. But, nevertheless, 
their immigration restriction policies have inevitably caused 
a good deal of friction, not only with nations like Japan and 
China outside the Empire, but also with the Asiatic peoples 
within the Empire, especially India. The part played by 
the United Kingdom as leader of the British Group has been 
to minimise as far as possible this friction, by insisting that the 
Dominions should exercise their unquestioned rights in such 
a way as to give the least offence and hurt to the peoples of 
India, of China, and of Japan. This great question of foreign 
policy has occupied the attention of most of the Imperial 
Conferences since 1897, and the best place in which to study 
the working of the British Commonwealth with regard to it 
is in the records of these Conferences. 

At the Conference of 1897 the Colonial Secretary, Joseph 
Chamberlain, set out in his opening speech the conditions 
upon which, in the opinion of the British Government, the 
restrictions, admitted by them to be quite justifiable in 
principle, should be based. ^ The traditions of the Empire, 
he said, forbade any discrimination merely on the ground 
of race or colour. The restriction in order to avoid offence 
to non-European races, both inside and outside the Empire, 
must be based upon the presence or absence of qualities which 
made an immigrant desirable or undesirable, irrespective 
of race or colour. He fastened upon the language test, 
adopted by Natal, as satisfying tlu's condition, and recom¬ 
mended it to the other colonies in place of the more obnoxious 
forms of restriction, such as poll taxes and shipping regula¬ 
tions. The Governments of India and of Japan had signified 
their willingness to accept this expedient, and it was adopted 
by Australia and New Zealand, and later by the Union of 
South Africa. 

I 

There has never been any pretence that the language test 
was anything more than a courteous mode of exclusion, 

* Proceedings of Colonial Conference (1897). 
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but there is no doubt that its adoption has been taken d's' 
evidence of a conciliatory attitude and has considerably 
lessened friction with India and Japan.* 

It is interesting to notice that the Dominions in connection 
with their immigration policies had already before the war 
been brought into semi-diplomatic relations with foreign 
governments. In 1904, for example, the Australian Govern¬ 
ment, by direct negotiation with the Japanese Consul, made 
an informal agreement with Japan to facilitate the entry into 
the Commonwealth of Japanese merchants, students, and 
tourists.* 

On the question of immigration, as well as in the matter of 
trade relations, the British Commonwealth had, in addition 
to this negative policy, a positive policy of the greatest 
importance. It sought to direct emigration from the United 
Kingdom to the Dominions rather than to States outside the 
Empire. The success of this policy may be gauged from the 
fact that, while in 1900 only thirty-three per cent, of the 
emigrants from the United Kingdom went to countries within 
the Empire, in 1911 this percentage had increased to eighty.* 


VI. THE BASIS OF GROUP ORGANISATION—INDEPENDENCE 

AND INTERDEPENDENCE 

This brief survey of the pre-war organisation of the British 
Commonwealth of Nations as regards its more important 
aspects, reveals a steady development in two directions: 
{a} towards increased co-operation and interdependence ; 

* For the development of this policy of conciliation and co-operation 
during the war (i.e., the settlement of 19x7-18, and the adoption ctf the - 
principle of Reciprocity) and its significance hum the point of view of. 
the League of Nations, see below, Ch. XI, § IV. 

* Keith: Resp. Govl., p. 1x33. A similar agreement was made at 
the same time with India and in 1912 with the Chinese Government. 
Cf. also the agreement negotiated by a Canadian Minister (with the 
assistance of the British Ambassador) at Tokio in 1907. 

* Speech of John Bums at the Conference, 191 x. ProcMdingSt 
pp. 199-202. 
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(6) towards greater independence, that is, the acquisition by 
the Dominions of a status* of complete equality with the 
United Kingdom. Since 1840 these two strands have formed 
the warp and the woof of the British Commonwealth. 

Although emphasis has been laid upon the independence 
of the Dominions with regard to trade and immigration, it 
is important not to over-emphasise this aspect. To speak, 
as Mr. Asquith spoke in 1911, of the local autonomy of the 
self-governing states of the Empire as absolute, unfettered, 
** complete/* 1 or, as Mr. Lionel Curtis did in 1916. of trade 
and immigration as being within the ** exclusive competence 
of the Dominions, is to miss the signifiChnce of what has been 
happening in the Empire. Wliat was in fact growing up 
was an intimate Group of States, one of the essential features 
of which was that no member of the Group should be allowed 
to exercise anything more than a modified control over 
questions which were not purely domestic in character, and 
which involved in any serious way the interests of another 
member of the Group, or might threaten the relations of the 
whole Group with outside states. It was becoming a recog¬ 
nised convention that action taken by each member in such 
cases should be taken only with the knowledge of, and after 
consultation with, the other members, and that the right and 
power of each state to ** do what it liked with its own *' 
most be limited in accordance with the general interests of 
the whole Group. 

Ihis convention had as yet been obeyed more freely by 
the Dominions than by England, but in the last years before 
the war it was obeyed by her in several important instances 
to which I shall refer later. There had indeed been occasions 
upon which the Dominions had intervened, not without 
effect, to induce her to modify her policy in the interests of 
the Group. Her Irish policy was felt by the Dominions to 
endanger the internal order of cadi, to cause continual friction 
with the United States, and to weaken the bond of union 
-between the Dominions and the Mother Country —becausc 
although not every Irishman was a separatist, most 

* Imperial Conference, 191 x. P,oeeedings, p. 22. 

* PrMem of tk$ Comnummalth, pp. 105 and 120-1. 
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separatists were Irishmen. Hence repeated interventions by 
Dominion statesmen and parliaments to induce England id 
grant Irish Home Rule.^ 

But the British Commonwealth was something more than 
a Group of States engaged on the purely negative task of 
seeing that its members did no hurt to each other. The 
positive aspects of co-operation were far more important 
than its negative aspects, although the latter require emphasis 
because they have been to a certain extent overlooked. As 
I have already emphasised, the British Commonwealth was 
engaged on the task of building up an elaborate framework 
of international co-operation in all the main spheres— 
political, social and economic—of international relationship. 

The second tendency—that towards complete equality of 
status for the Dominions—^was not perhaps so marked as 
the first. It was diown, as I have noted, in the growth of 
Dominion navies, and in the negotiation by Dominion 
Ministers of Commercial Treaties and Agreements with 
foreign Governments (though in the case of a Treaty, as 
distinguished from an Agreement, the British Government 
still retained the right of approving the appointment of 
plenipotentiaries and of ratifying the Treaty). It was show^i 
also in the right accorded to the Dominions, on two occasions 
immediately prior to the War, of separate and equal represen¬ 
tation in international conferences.* On both these occasions 
the Dominion plenipotentiaries were formally empowered by 
the Crown to act on behalf of their respective Dominions, 
and stood on a footing of absolute cquab'ty with the delegates 
empowered to represent the United Kingdom. An important 
precedent was thus established for the international recog- 

' Canada, in 1882, suggested a federal solution (Pope: Sir John 
Macdonald. II, 288 if), and in 1903 she again intervened; Australia, 
in 1906, and during llie War. Cf. the objections made by Australia, 
New Zealand, and the Cape, to the adoption of Chinese labour in the 
Transvaal, 1905 (Keith : Responsible Government, p. 1461). 

* Conferences on " Radiotelegraphy " and on " Safety of Life at 
Sea." Previous to this, in Conferences intended to have direct political 
results, the practice had been fp include Dominion representatives, 
if at all, as mere advisen. of the Imperial Government. Cf. Ewart: 
Kingdom Papers, No. 19, 1914. Keith: ImperieU Unity, pp. 277-80. 
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nition ol the independent status of the Dominions, which 
was to be fully accorded five- years later in the Peace 
Conference and the League of Nations. 

But despite these improvements, mudi still remained to 
be done in this direction. In their official intercourse with 
foreign states the Dominions were forced to rely to a large 
extent upon the friendly services of the British Foreign 
Office and its embassies. Something had still to be done 
to give the Dominions full control of their territorial relation¬ 
ships with neighbouring Powers. In the Standing Inter¬ 
national Joint Commission of Canada and the United States, 
established in 1910, Canada had a ready means of settling 
all disputes witli the United Stales, but Australia and I'Jew 
Zealand were still forced to rely upon the vigilance of a now 
very aged Mr. Mother Country to settle disputes with the 
Powers occupying the adjoining islands in the Pacific. 

What was most important of all, the Dominions were still 
excluded from a voice in the “ foreign policy *' of the British 
Government, i.e., in the large questions of high policy which 
arose from the commercial or territorial interests of the 
United Kingdom in various parts of the world. The question 
of Asiatic immigration was just as likely to involve the 
Empire in war as the question of the neutrality of Belgium, 
or of the integrity of Afghanistan. Great Britain had a 
voice in the first question, and it was essential to the unity 
of the Group that the Dominions should have a voice in the 
two latter. It was no doubt true that these questions 
belonged mainly 10 the foreign policy of Great Britain, but 
^nce they might involve the existence of the most powerful 
member of the Group, the Dominions could not afford to 
continue without a voice in them. 


VII. FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND HIGH FOUTICS 

To what extent did foreign policy still remain before the 
.war under the exclusive control of the Mother Country? 
The varying phrases used to describe the pre-war relation- 
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ships of the United Kingdom and the Dominions, show that 
the question is not as simple as it seems. On the one hand 
the dependence of the Dominions was made little of, and 
they were referred to as “ sister nations,'* ** virtually indepen- 
*' dent states." On the other hand they were spoken of as 
having “ no say whatever about Imperial policy," " no 
" control over or voice in foreign policy," no kind of " political 
" control of the policy which involved them in peace or war." 
If the first two phrases were too vague, the three last were 
based upon a very narrow conception of the meaning of 
foreign policy. 

The nature of this conception will become clear if we 
glance at the table of contents of any book on foreign policy 
—take for example a recent essay on British Foreign Policy 
in the Twentieth Century. It is divided into sections as 
follows: " The Alliance witli Japan; The Entente with 
" France; Anglo-German relations before 1906; The 
" Conference of Algcciras; The Entente with Russia; 
" Persia ; The Bosnian Crisis ; The Problem of Armaments; 
" Agidir ; From Agidir to Serajevo." Each section obviously 
deals with what we euphemistically call " high " politics, 
meaning thereby the pathology of international relations. 
The essay was not unjustified in identifying foreign policy 
with this narrow though vital aspect of international affairs, 
because the Foreign Offices of all the Powers before the War 
were Ministries of Disease rather than Ministries of Public 
Health.^ They made shift to deal with the more serious 
accidents and epidemics of international society, but had 
little to do with the safeguards and sanitation needed to 
keep that society healthy, and to prevent accidents and 
epidemics. The vast complex of everyday international 
rdations, political, social and economic, was left for'the 
most part uncontrolled and policyless. Only when sk serious 
hitch occurred, or was likely to occur, did the cfaancdlories 
and the diplomatists appear on the scene. Missionaiies 
might go to China and by their teaching profoundly influence 

^ For an excellent description of the working of the British Foreign 
Office see The Foreign Office and the Foreign Services 4 hroai {CouacU 
for Study of International Relations, 19x6). 
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the whole life of the* Chinese. Mining companies might 
establish themsdves in Mexico, and so obtain a hold over 
the economic life of the country. But these events only 
became matters of foreign policy if a missionary was unlucky 
enough to be killed, or a mining company to be expropriated.* 
This state of affairs arose from the fact that the existing 
system of government was as regards international affairs 
hopelessly out of date. It had been built up to satisfy the 
ne^s of the semi-isolated nation-states of the Reformation 
period, whose relations with each other were comparatively 
few and irregular. But as states became more and more 
interdependent, with the growth of trade and commerce 
and the development of communications, the Foreign Offices 
and their diplomatic services became less and less able to 
deal with the whole field of international relationships. 
Moreover, the habits and traditions of the past had made 
the Foreign Offices and the Embassies the only channels 
for official intercourse between states. Despite the fact that 
the success or failure of practically every department of 
government dealing with economic and social questions— 
finance, trade, shipping, railways, telegraph, post-office, 
immigration, unemployment and so forth—depended to a 
very large extent upon what was being done by the corres¬ 
ponding departments in other states, there was bttlc direct 
communication between the Ministers in the various states 
responsible for these functions of government. Generally 
speaking, all official communications and negotiations between 
a Minister of one state and the corresponding Minister of 
another state had to pass through the bottle-neck of the 
Foreign Office, and were handed to their destination by the 
diplomatic service in the foreign country—^that is, by gentle- 
men-amateurs probably out of intimate touch with the 
department concerned, and innocent of the technical know¬ 
ledge required to make them really effective as a medium 
of co-operation. In these circumstances, except in the few 
cases where an efficient organ of international government 
had been built up (such as the Universal Postal Union with 
its permanent bureau) the international aspects of questions 
like migration and so forth were left to look after themselves, 

10 
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and a rough harmony' between the various self>r^gardiiiig 
national policies was more the result of happy accident than 
of design. 

Bearing these facts in mind, let us return again to the 
question asked at the beginning of this section. If we take 
the phrase " foreign policy ” in its narrower sense as meaning 
*' high politics"—^that is, normal ever3^ay relationships 
neglected or mishandled until they have grown dangerous 
through friction or dash of interests—^then we may say that 
the Dominions before the war did not have much direct 
control over foreign policy. Moreover they could not, 
without the assistimee of the British Government, enter 
into direct official relationships with foreign states; because 
from the point of view of international law as then 
understood colonial states have no international position 

whatever . . . ^ The Dominions had no recognised 

Foreign Offices. They were not able formally to accredit 
or to receive ambassadors. They were not able to annex 
territory, or to make political treaties. They could not of 
their own motion declare war or make peace. Thus as 
regards the formalities of international intercourse, as well 
as regards “ high politics," the Dominions were dependent 
to a large, although to a decreasing, extent upon the British 
Foreign Office and its foreign services abroad. 

But this does not mean that the Dominions had no control 
over their foreign affairs generally, nor that they had no 
effective foreign policy in the wider sense of the term. Over 
the complex of everyday intematiunal relationships they 
had almost as much direct control as the people of the 
.United Kingdom. Above all they had control over the 
two questions which more and more are becoming for all 
countries the burning centre of foreign policy—^trade and 
immigration. They framed their own tariffs, negotiated 
their own commercial treaties, and enacted and administered 
their own immigration laws. In the light of these facts, 
and of the existence of Dominion armies and navies, the 
saying already quoted that t^ie Dominions had no kind of 
" political control of the policy which involved them in 

' ■* Oppenhrim: International Law (1912), Vol. I, sec. 65. 
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' peace or war '* seems to miss the substance and to strike 
at a shadow. At least they had control of the issues which 
mifi^ht lead them and the rest of the Empire to the, very 
brink of war, only requiring the seals of the British Foreign 
Office to thrust the Empire formally over the edge. 

Indeed in certain respects the control exercised by a 
Dominion over its ordinary international relationships was 
more effective than that exercised by the normal type of 
formally independent state. The institution of the Imperial 
Conference had destroyed the very real danger that the 
Colonial Office (which with the growth of Responsible 
Government tended more and more to be restricted to the 
performance of foreign office functions with regard to the 
Dominions) would become a bottle-neck through which all 
communications between Great Britain and the Dominions 
would be forced to pass. The devdopment in the Empire 
of the method of conference between Cabinets, enabled the 
Ministers responsible for those government departments 
which were largely concerned with international relation¬ 
ships. to discuss the best means of dealing with these 
questions, to decide upon a common policy, and to agree 
to take the concerted action necessary to carry tliat policy 
into effect. The existence of this machinery gave to a 
Dominion a more effective control over most of its external 
relations than an ordinary ungrouped state could liope to 
exercise. 

The slighting way in which the Imperial Conference has 
been regarded by some imperialists, is mainly due to this 
misconception of foreign policy as practically confined to 
questions of high policy. The " problem of the Common- 
*' wealth " in the eyes of such imperialists was the fact that 
' before the War the Mother Country was bearing more than 
het share of the defence of the Empire, and that the Dominions 
Were exduded from a share in high policy. Looking back 
to the records of the Imperial Conference in the light of the 
War. they found the members of that body seemingly unaware 
of the existence of one supreme problem of the Common¬ 
wealth. and giving but a portion of their time to questions 
of defence and high policy. Moreover, instead of dwelling 
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upon the inequality of the Dominions as regards high policy, 
the members of the Conference emphasised the equality of 
the Dominions in matters like immigration, trade, tariffil 
and so forth. Because of this attitude they were accused 
of falsifying truth and darkening counsd." ^ 

This accusation betraya a misunderstanding of the nature. 
of the Imperial Conference, and of the new conception of 
international relations which was being worked out in 
practice by its members. They had begun to see the value 
of conscious and deliberate co-operation between the govern¬ 
ments of the Empire, in controlling, organising, and assisting 
its various communities in the ordinary routine of their 
political, social, and economic relationships. The folly of 
the cry " more and more social control and state interference 
" in national affairs; less and less social control sind state 
interference in international matters,” was at length being 
realised. Here was the birth of a new conception of the 
state—as an organ whose functions sliould be, not to divide 
up and to keep apart various segments of the human race, 
but rather to relate them, to clear away obstacles, both 
natural and artificial, to their intercourse, and to assist them 
to co-operate in the living of a full life. In the light, dim 
though it may have been, of this new conception, questions 
of defence and high policy declined considerably in relative 
importance. In view of the equality of the Dominions with 
the United Kingdom as regards the very stuff of international 
relations—trade, migrations, communications, and so on—the 
leaders of the governments represented in the Imperial 
Conference had at least some justification for speaking of 
it as a meeting of governments which, for practical purposes, 
were equal in status. 


Vlll. THE IMPERIAL CONFERENCE AND THE CONTROL OF 

HIGH POUCY 

The Imperial Conference at the very beginning concerned- 
itself with high policy, and assumed the right of discussion 

t The Problem of the Commonwealth, by Lionel Curtis (1916), Ch, IX. 



14» 


. BlimSH GROtP 09 STATES 

ilnd criticism, •most of the discussions being held in secret 
session. * In the earlier Conferences such discussions generally 
centred round questions of high policy immediately affecting 
the Dominions, and they usually had as their theme some 
departure from the well established rule of British colonial 
policy that sudi questions should only be dealt with in the 
dosest conjunction with the Dominions.* It was not prac¬ 
ticable for Dominion Ministers to raise the question of the 
monopoly by the British Government of the general policy 
of the Group, and of the dependence of the Dominions in 
this matter, until the dependence of the Dominions in defence 
had ceased, or was well on the way towards ceasing. The 
first move towards the fulfiliiicnt of this essential condition 
was made at the Defence Conference of iQoq, and it is signifi¬ 
cant that during this Conference the Australian Government 
made its first protest against the failure to consult the 
Commonwealth with regard to an important international 
agreement, namely, the Declaration of London. A second 
protest was made at the Imperial Conference of 1911, where 
• for the first time the whole foreign policy of the Empire was 
reviewed in detail by the Foreign Secretary and discussed 
by Dominion Ministers. At this Conference for the first 
time the need of general consultation was pressed by the 
Ministers of several of the Dominions; and for the first time 
an equivocal promise of general consultation was given by 
the Imperial Government. 

Curiously enough the discussions on foreign policy were 
prefaced by Mr. Asquith’s famous statement (made in reply 
to the Imperial Federation proposal of Sir Joseph Ward) to 
the effect that the British Government were not prepared 
to surrender to the Dominions any share in the control of 
foreign policy.* The whole of the rest of the Conference was 

* Cf. Colonial Conference, 1887. Proceedings, p. 11. etc. 

* The attention attracted by several particularly serious violations 
of tlQs rule (e.g.. The New Guinea, Samoan, and the New Hebrides 
eidsodea. Cf. Scholeiield: The Pacific : its Past and Future, 
pp. xa6 &, X54, 290-99, etc.), must not blind us to the fact that in the 
main the rule was studiously obfArved. See Keith: Responsible 
Covemsnent, p. X112. 

' * Proceedings (19x1), p. •ji. 
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a challenge to, and indeed a contradiction of, this statement;'^ 
The intimacy and fullness of the survey of foreign policy' 
made by Sir Edward Grey may be gathered from the much 
quoted assurance given to the Conference, that it had been 
allowed to listen to an accoimt of the foreign situation in its' 
entirety, such as had never been laid before the Imperial 
Cabinet i tself. ^ None were more fully alive to the importance 
of this feature of the Conference than the Prime Ministers 
of the Dominions, especially Mr. Fisher and General Botha. 
Mr. Fishci s own words are well worth quoting: 

" I believe that the people do not fully understand what 
*'has taken place at this Conference. Hitherto we have 
“ been negotiating with the Government of the United 
" Kingdom at the portals of the household. You have 
** thought it wise to take the representatives of the Dominions 
into the inner counsels of the nation, and frankly discuss 
with them the affairs of the Empire as they affect eadi . 
" and all of us. Time alone will discover what that means. 

I am optimistic. I think no greater step has ever been 
*' taken, or can be taken, by any responsible advisers of the 
King. I hope, as I feel, that there will be no going back 
“ on that sound principle."* 

Tlic real significance of this momentous discussion behind 
closed doors, was shown the moment the Conference resumed 
its public discussions in the Debate on the motion of Australia 
regretting that the Dominions were not consulted with regard 
to the Declaration of London.* The two Australian Ministers 
at once made it clear that they had no intention of confining 
the discussion to this particular international agreement, but 

1 Cf. Proceedings (ipxz), p. 440. 

* Ibid., p. 438. Cf. also the gieatest emphasis laid upon this point 
by Mr. Fisher after his return to Australia, September. 19x1. (P«r/te- 
tnentary Debates, pp. 5-d, X29'30.) The 'idtal importance of cO-. 
operation in foreign policy could not have been more forcibly impress^ 
upon the Dominion Statesmen than by the fact that the question of 
the renewal of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance was brought before them 
for their consideration. This was thus the first great intematknud 
instrument to be considered in the Conference and accepted by fhe 
leaders of each of the Cabinets of the Empire. Keith: Imperidl 
Unify, pp. 287-8. 

• Ibid., pp 97 -I 31 * 





wike rai^ng fhe whol6 question of co-operafion in the general 
foreign policy of the Empire. Consultation in foreign policy 
.should, they insisted, be both general and continuous. It 
was dear that they had had in mind something much more 
than mere passive consultation or "information." The 
Dominions were to bring forward their own suggestions and 
to co-operate in framing .the final policy.^ 

The case thus presented was met generously enough by 
Sir Edward Grey, who agreed that the Dominions must be 
consulted with regard to the whole of the negotiations leading 
up to the next Hague Conference, and with regard to aU 
matters arising out of it. When pressed by Mr. Fisher, he 
admitted that such consultation should not be confined to 
this particular kind of convention, but should apply to 
** treaties generally." ■ The emphasis repeatedly laid upon 
this concession by the Australian Ministers, (and to a less 
extent by those of South Africa and New 2 k!aland) not only 
during this discussion, but also before and after, shows the 
great importance they attached to it.* A close study of the 
records of the Conference shows how absurd was the statement 
that most of the Dominion Governments were not fully alive 
to the fact of their dependence in high policy, and were not 
anxious to end it—so far as it was possible for any small 
state to end it—at the earliest possible moment. What 
th^ sought, was not, of course, the freedom of an isolated 
state, but freedom within a group of equal states. They 
w^c keenly aware of the fact that in a world of competing 
and heavily armed states, no Dominion was strong enough 
—even if any had wished—to afford the luxury of a completely 
independent policy. 

,Why then, it may be asked, were they content with the 
timid and evasive re^lution passed at the end of this debate ? 
This resolution promised consultation with regard to 
"treaties generally," but only as far as possible" and 

wHen time and opportunity and the subject matter pa^U"* 

^ Ibid., pp. 97-100. Cf. p. 90. 

-■ Ibid., pp. X13-16. 

* Ibid., pp. 87-xoo, 1x4-15, X3o> (views of Mr. Fidier and Mr. - 

; pp. XI&-Z9 (Sir Joseph Wa^); pp. 125-9 (General Botha). 

* Ibid., p. 130. 



152 BRmSH COMMONWEALTH OF NATIONS 

It thus flung vdde a hundred doors of escape to a Government 
which had already formally refused to share foreign poHcy 
with the Dominions. Why also were the Dominions not 
consulted when the shadow of war loomed up in the summer 
of 1914 ? The answer to these questions hinges round three 
points: (i) The attitude of Sir Wilfrid Lauder. (2) The 
relation of naval defence to high policy. (3) The question 
of machinery of consultation. 

(1) The aUkude of Sir Wilfrid Laurier, It was the attitude 
of Sir Wilfnd Lauder which was mainly respondble for the 
evasiveness already referred to, and which for the time being 
prevented any real partnership in the policy of the Empire. 
He made it quite dear in the debate that he regarded with 
disfavour any proposal for general consultation in foreign 
policy, because in his opinion this would involve the accept¬ 
ance by the Dominions of responsibility for the full 
consequences of this policy, and Canada would then be 
made liable to take an active part in all England’s wars.^ 
This policy of limited liability was based on the idea that as 
part of the American continent Canada’s foreign policy 
was mainly Amedcan, wliile England’s was mainly 
European and Asiatic. For all practical purposes Canada 
already had control over her rdations with the 
United States.* Hence Sir Wilfrid, from his own point 
of view, was quite consistent in saying in 1910: '* We 
” are a nation. . . . We have practical control of our 
*' foreign rdations,” * and in refusing to admit that his 
attitude at the Impenal Conference of 1911 meant 
a continuance of the dependence of Canada in foreign' 
policy. 

(2) The question of naval defence. The defeat of ^ Wilfrid 

^ Proceedings (1911), pp. 116-17. There was, of course, no question 
in his mind of Cuada being able—vnihont, perhaps, a formal dedaia- 
tion of independence—^to maintain technical neutrality in the event 
of the war being declared by the British Government. But though 
Canada in such a case would become technically a belligerent, die 
woul 5 retain her right to decide whether this belligerency should remain 
passive or become in a lesser or glUater degree active. 

* Round Table. No. I2, p. 600. 

^ Quoted by Ewart: Kingdom Papers, No. 17 (1914), p. aoa. 
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' Laurier at the election of 1911 brought into power the Con¬ 
servative Party led by Mr. Borden, who was dready more or 
less pledged to a repudiation of the doctrine of semi-isolation, 
and was prepared to take Ms stand ade by side with the 
Government of Australia in its request for the admission of 
the Dominions to full partnersliip in the policy of the Empire. 
The governments of the two great Dominions realised that 
a share in foreign policy depended upon their taking an 
adequate share in the defence of the Empire. But there 
was a divergence of opinion between them as to the immediate 
line of advance towards the common goal. The plan adopted 
by the Australian Government was to build their navy first, 
and, having built it, to use the fact of its existence as a lever 
to secure a share in the general foreign policy of the Empire. 
The plan of the new Canadian Government was to endeavour 
to get the question of control settled first, before embarking 
upon a permanent naval policy. The lever to be used to 
secure tMs object was the promise of an emergency 
contribution to the British Navy. 

This latter policy was formulated time after time by Mr. 
Borden and Ms followers from 1910 onwards in the debates 
on the naval policy of the Laurier administration.^ One of 
the main charges brought against Sir Wilfrid was that he 
contemplated setting out upon a permanent naval policy, 
without first settling the question of the control of foreign 
policy.* The importance attached by Mr. Borden to tMs 
principle, and Ms belief that Ms mission to England in 1912 
had succeeded in establisMng it, is shown in the following 
passage from the great speech which he delivered in the 
Canadian House of Commons after his return : 

When Great Britain no longer assumes sole responsibility 
for defence upon the Mgh seas, she can no longer undertake 
** to assume sole responsibility for and sole control of foreign 
** policy, wMch is closely, vitally, and constantly associated 
** with that defence in wMch the Dominions participate. It 
has been declared in the past, and even during recent years, 

^ Cf. Quotations from Naval Debates in Ewart: Kingdom Papers, 
Vol. I, pp. 24.7, 273-6, 284-5. 

* Ibid. 




“ that responsibility for foreigti policy could not be Shar^ ' 
“ by Great Britain with the Doihinions. In my humble 
“ opinion adherence to sucli a position could have but one, 
“ and that a most disastrous, result. During my recent visit 
“ to the British Islands, I ventured on many public occasions 
“ to propound the principle that the great Dominions, sharing 
“ in the defence of the Empire upon the high seas, must 
“ necessarily- be entitled also to share in the responsibility 
“ for and in the control of foreign policy. No declaration' 
*' that 1 made was greeted more heartily and enthusiastically 
“ than this. It is satisfactory to know that to-day not only 
His Majesty's ministers, but also the leaders of the opposite 
“ political party in Great Britain, have explicitly accepted 
“ this principle, and have affirmed their conviction that the 
“ means by which it can be constitutionally accomplished, 
must be sought, discovered, and utilised without delay.” ^ 


(3) The machinery of consultation. The acceptance of this 
principle—an acceptance however which turned out to 
be not quite so unequivocal as Mr. Borden had assumed— 
made urgent the provision of machinery for continuous 
consultation. In the debates of 1910 and 1911 on the general 
question of providing a link between the quadrennial Imperial 
Conferences, there was a general failure to draw clearly a 
distinction between two different functions: (a) minor 
diplomatic and administrative functions, which might safely , 
be entrusted to officials such as the High Commissioners, and 
(b) important political functions relating to large questions 
of policy which could not be safdy entrusted to any save 
Cabinet Ministers.* But when faced with this issue in a 


practical form the Conference of igii made this distinction 
of function in the most unmistakable way. This was on 
the occasion of the momentous decision, arrived at in the 


secret session held in the Committee of Imperial Defence^ 
that the Dominions diould be represented upon that body 
by responsible Ministers rather than by High Commissioneis. 
” The unanimous view of all those present,” wrote the 
Colonial Secretary, ”... liras that the representationr of 


> Keith: Speeches, etc. 11 , pp. 309-xo. 
a Cf. ante., Ch. V. § VI. 




** i&e .Dominions should not be by the High Commissioner 
" but by Ministem who would be responsible to their own 
“ colleagues and Parliament . . . ^ 

This decision opened the road to continuous Cabinet con- 
sultaHon, but, important though it was. it had for various 
reasons less influence upon the situation than might have 
been expected. In the first place the attendance of Dominion 
Ministers depended upon the invitation of the British Govern¬ 
ment. and it was not until more than eighteen months had 
passed that this invitation was finally issued.* The fact that 
Mr. Borden, the only Prime Minister likely to press for the 
speedy adoption of the expedient of a Resident Minister, 
was not made aware of the decision of 1911 until his Govern¬ 
ment had been in power for nearly a year, is a sufficient 
commentary upon tlic purposeful inertness of the British 
Government.* Coming to England in 1912 with the promise 
of battleships, Mr. Borden was able to induce the British 
Government to abandon its old position and to agree to the 
principle of sharing control with the Dominions. He 
welcomed, as a long step in this direction, though by no 
means a final step, the idea of a Resident Minister. Such 
minister,'* he said, " would be regularly summoned to all 
meetings of the Committee of Imperial Defence, and would 
*' be regarded as one of its permanent members. No impor- 
'* tant step in foreign policy would be undertaken, without 
" consultation with such a representative of Canada." * < 

Five da3rs after this speech the Colonial Office issued a 
despatch* extending to all the Dominions the invitation to 
appoint a Resident Minister. The language of the despatch 
in emphasising that the Committee of Imperial Defence was 
** a purely advisory body." and that policy remained " the 
''sole prerogative of the Cabinet." was technically quite 
correct. But the forms had ceas^ to correspond closely 

^ Cd. 6360 (19x2). Keith: Selected Speeches, etc., II, pp. 33SH40. 
For the resolutions passed on this occasion see ante, p. 128. 

• Letter of Colon^ Secretary to Dominion Governments. December 
IP, xpia (Cd. 6360). Keith, ibid. 

• Ibid. 

- * Keitti, op, cit., pp. 335 - 6 - 

• Ibid., pp. 339-42 (Cd. 6560). 
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with the reality, and the language of the Canadian Prime 
Minister was in close touch with actual fact. Attended as 
it was by these Ministers who were chiefly concerned in 
Imperial policy, the Committee did in fact discuss policy, 
and the attendance of Dominion Ministers would have greatly 
strengthened this tendency. Indeed, careful students of the 
constitution were already predicting that the Committee 
would develop into an Imperial Council of Ministers controlling 
the policy of the Empire, but reporting their decisions to the 
British Cabinet with whom the ultimate decision would 
continue formally to rest.^ 

The replies of the other Dominions to the invitation of 
the Colonial Secretary were in no case as favourable as that 
of Canada. South Africa having as yet no naval policy was 
content with the existing quasi-diplomatic machinery and 
the periodical Conferences. New 2 ^aland seemed not un¬ 
favourable to the idea, but found it inconvenient to spare 
a Minister permanently for this work.* Australia was 
unfavourable, partly because of the fear that a Resident 
Minister might get out of touch with his colleagues, partly 
because the Committee of Imperial Defence was regarded 
as a subsidiary advisory body.* It was apparently fdt that 
important questions of policy should be dealt with in the 
Imperial Conference where the Governments were on an equal 
footing, rather than in a Committee where their representa¬ 
tives attended not as a right, but merely at the will of the 
British Prime Minister, and where the procedure and form 
gave an atmosphere of inequality and subordination. Hence 
the settled policy of the Australian Government from 1911 
onwards was to press for more frequent Imperial Conferences, 
biennial or even annual, as the most fitting means of co¬ 
operation in foreign policy.* 

> Round Table, September, X9Z2, pp. 635-7. 

* Both New Zealand and South Africa suggested that they should 
be represented on the Committee whenever a Minister visited London. 
Keith: Imperial Unity, pp. 325-6. Round Table, September, 1913, 
p. 326. 

* Round Table, June. 1913. 

y Round Table, September, 1913, p. 734. Proceedings, Ifnpenal 
Conference, 191 z, pp. 176 and 438. 
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The mistake which the Australian and Canadian Govern¬ 
ments made was in regarding the two proposals, that of 
Resident Ministers and that of annual or biennial Imperial 
Conferences, as alternative rather than as complcmentaiy 
expedients. If they had united in pressing for the adoption 
of both expedients, some real progress might have been 
made, before the War, towards co-operation in high politics. 

But it was the failure of the Canaidian naval policy which 
did most to check this advance. Unaided by Canada, 
Australia was unable to bring effective pressure jipon the 
British Government. Scantily populated, exposed, and 
isolated (unlike Canada which was tucked in comfortably 
• behind the United States) Australia was unable to esca[)e 
the penalty of weakiu'ss—namely, dependence. It was only 
when the War completely altered the whole situation by 
thnisting the burden heavily upon the shoulders of the 
Dominions, that Lheir claim to a full share in foreign 
policy Ixicame at once, and for the hrsl time, urgent and 
unanswerable. 



CHAPTER VII 


THE DEVELOPMENT OF IMPERIAL CO-OPERATION 
DURING AND AFTER THE WAR 

I. THE DOMINIONS AND THE WAR 

I T had always been recognised by imperialists that a 
great war would be the supreme test of the strength 
and political stability of the British Empire, and the 
war which burst over the horir^n in the Autumn of 1914 
was a test more severe than even the most pessimistic had 
imagined. The test showed that the Empire possessed a 
cohesion which was almost incredible to the German, and 
astonished even those who thought they knew the full 
meaning and extent of ** Imperial Unity.*" There is ample 
evidence to show that the German Government completely 
misjudged the attitude of the Dominions towards the United 
Kingdom. As Sir Robert Borden has said: ‘'It pictured 
" Canada, Australia, and New Zealand as standing aloof and 
" indifferent, or seeking an opportunity to cut themselves 
" adrift from the Empire.”^ Bemhardi, before the War, 
showed the normal German understanding of the sitq^tion 
in his light dismissal of the Dominions: “ They can b^ 
" completely ignored so far as concerns any J£uropemi 
" theatre of War.'* * Yet the response of most of the 
Dominions to the German onset was almost as unquestioned, 
as immediate, and as complete, as that of the United Kingdom. 
By the end of 1918 the Dominions had enlisted nearly a 
million and a half men, anc^ their war expenditure was well 

1 speech (19x5). Borden : The War and the Future, p. 23. 

2 Germany and the Next War (1914), p. 135. 
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on towaicb a thousand miUipn pounds.^ Both Canada and 
Australia had suffered greater losses of men than the United 
States. 


Why did the Dominions enter thus unhesitatingly, 
endure so steadfastly to the end ? The motives were various. 
There was the primary and elemental motive of fear—^the 
feeling in Australia, New Zealand and South Africa that only 
the United Kingdom and the British Navy stood between 
them and annexation by a victorious Germany. But without 
doubt the strongest and finest motive of all, felt instinctively 
from the first, and more and more clearly expressed as the 
War went on, was the belief that the War was in a large 
measure a conflict between two principles—British freedom 
and German absolutism. Tlie idea that a free society of 
nations like the British Empire could be an3dhing but 
supremely weak, was simply beyond the comprehension of 
the devotees of Prussian absolutism. But to Dominion 
statesmen, freedom was the very essence of the strength 
of the Empire. By no one was this expressed more clearly 
than by the Prime Minister of Canada soon after the outbreak 
of the War ;' 

” The strength of the Empire rests upon the eternal 
** foundation of liberty cxpres.sed in the ideal and consiim- 
** mation of autonomous self-government which is vested 
** in the people of the sc‘lf-governing Dominions as of right, 
" not of grace." ■ 

But freedom was only one of two twin principles; the 
other was the principle of unity—the concern of each member 
of the British Society of Nations in the well-being of the 
whole Group. Behind the intervention of the Dominions 
there was something more than the motive of Imperial unity, 

^ The War Expenditure of the five Donunions to 

March 30, 1919, was ... - - £656,984,600 

Add Capitaliaed cost of Fendons ... £205,450,000 

Total - £862,434.600 

(Answer by Under'Secretary of State for Colonies to a question in 
the House of Conunons. March 13.1919)- 

* Borden, ibid., p. 126. 
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th^rc was also to a certain extent the motive of world unity--^ 
the concern of each state in the well-being of a dimly seen, 
but real, world-society of states. Their action was significant, 
not because of its rejection of technical neutrality (which 
could probably have been attained by any member only at the 
cost of formal separation from the other members of the Group) 
but because of its clear and unhesitating repudiation of what 
might be called the doctrine of neutralism, of lack of active 
concern in the fact of conflict between members of the world 
of states President Wilson's epoch-making statement that 
“no nation can any longer remain neutral as against any 
“ wilful disturbance of the peace of the world," the abandon¬ 
ment by America of her policy of magnificent isolation, and 
the adoption of the principle of unncutrality as the very 
essence of the League of Nations—all these greater and more 
recent events have tended not a little to obscure the fore¬ 
shadowing of these developments, as shown in the intervention 
of the Dominions. The historian in the future, in searching 
for the immediate sources of the ideas whicli led up to the 
League of Nations, may find his search taking him back in 
unexpected wa}^ to the action, in the early days of the War, 
of Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa. There 
is little doubt that he will find one of the main causes of 
American intervention to have been the ceaseless strife, from 
end to end of the long northern frontier, between the old 
ideal of splendid isolation and the new conception of world- 
community which was growing slowly in Canada 


II. THE CONTROL OF FOREIGN POLICY AND THE CAMPAIGN 
FOR IMPERIAL FEDERATION 

But the War was nut merely a testing of principles, it was 
also a testing of political machinery. The principles of the 
Empire stood the test triumphantly, but what of its political 
machinery ? The machinery of co-operation on its naval 
and military side bore th€ strain better even than its makers ^ 
had dared to hope. It was on the political side that tha 




^ great weakness was revealed. In the five years before the 
War the great ^vance had been in the development of 
machinery for naval and military co-operation. During the 
five years of war the great advance was in the development 
of the political machinery of co-operation. 

As we have seen, the method of conference had only been 
half-heartedly adopted by the self-governing states of the 
Empire. Between each Conference there were long intervals 
during which they sank back into the old method of diplomacy. 
The War caught them in one of these troughs, and the 
Dominimis had to pay in full the price of their delay in 
securing a share in the control of the general foreign policy 
of the Group. By an extraordinary blunder, a blunder 
shared in by some of the Dominion Governments, the method 
of Conference was abandoned during the early years of the 
War—-just at the moment when it was supremely needed. 
The normal Imperial Conference which was due in 1915 did 
not meet. But even without the enlightenment of a Conference 
the great lesson of the War stood out ^arply. It taught 
the Dominions in the sternest fashion the meaning and the 
vital importance of high policy, and it revealed in the most 
startling way the full extent of their dependence upon the 
^nited Kingdom in this matter. The British Parliament 
constdted at the eleventh hour, but neither with the 
Governments nor with the Parliaments of the Dominions 
was there any direct consultation on the immediate issue. * 
Moreover, by thrusting upon the Dominions the full burden 
of their national defence, the War destroyed the last and 
the greatest reason for dependence in high policy. 

Again it was Sir Robert Borden who put the new position 
most clearly. ** When,'" he said, in explaining the effect of 
the War upon the Empire, mighty armies from the 
** Dominions and the Dependencies arrayed themselves in 
** its battle line, a new and impressive epoch in its history 
Was marked ... It is realised that the great policies and 

- , ^ The visits of individual Dominion Idinisters to England between 
191 1 and I9r4 had, of course, made the Dominion Governments familiar 
trtih the general situation which led to the outbreak, and they unani- 
' moui^ approved and accepted the decision of the United Kingdom. 
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” questions which concern and govern the issues of peace 
** and war cannot in future be decided by'the peoj^e of the 

British Islands alone/' ^ These sentiments were echoed 
time after time by the leading Dominion statesmen in the 
first two years of war Mr. Fisher in January, 1916, protested 
with perhaps a little exaggeration, that even as Prime Minister 
of Australia he had had *' no say whatever about Imperial 
" policy," " Now that can’t go on,” he added. " There must 
" be some change.”* Mr. Hughes, his successor, in June of 
the same year protested that the power to involve the 
Dominions in war was in reality a power ” to reduce the 
” self-governing powers of the Dominions.” It was in fact 
a power to modify their whole future policy and to compel 
them to impose ” heavy taxation upon themselves.” He 
followed in the wake of Mr. Fisher: ”... there must be 
” a change, and it must be radical in its nature.”* Mr. 
Massey and Sir Joseph Ward, the New 2 ^alaiid leaders, 
repeated that ” there must be a change.” Most of the 
leading English statesmen joined in the ^orus. Mr. Bonar 
Law. as Colonial Secretary, said in 1916 : 

” It is not a possible arrangement that one set of men 
” should contribute the lives and treasure of their people 
” and should have no voice in the way in which those lives 
” and that treasure are expended. That cannot continue. 
” There must be a change.” * 

As to the nature and extent of this change, which all 
agreed must come, there were, as there had always been, 
divided opinions. Once more the old issue between Imperial 
Federation and Imperial Co-operation was fought out. 
Wherever Imperialists were gathered together, cither in 
England or in the Dominions, the doctrine of an Imperial 
super-state was heard. Speeches, pamphlets and books 
were published advocating it. Never before, it was argued, 
had there been a chance like this to achieve ” organic union.” 

^ Borden : TAe War and the Future, p. 39. Speech, December 32, 
19 * 5 - 

* The Times, January 31, X9i€i 

3 Ihid., June 24, 19x6. 

* Ibid., September 13, 1916. 
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Such an opportunity might never come again. The Dominions 
ha4 come Wlingly into this war, but what of the next war ? 
Its justice might not be so apparent, and the Dominions 
might not be^lling to come. Hence, it was said, the need 
of some Imperial machinery to avoid such a disastrous 
contingency. The moment the war ended an Imperial 
Convention must be summoned to thrash out the whole 
question. 

The outstanding contributions made by federalists to the 
discussion were those made by the great quarterly review 
of Imperial politics, *'The Round Table.’* Most important 
of aU was the contribution made by Mr. Lionel Curtis, the 
leader of tJie " Round Table '* group in England, in his book 
The Problem of ihe Commtmwcalth, published in the summer 
of 1916. The importance of the book lay not only in its 
intrinsic merit (no more brilliant exposition of the case for 
Imperial Federation had ever been published, and it had 
the supreme virtue of startling people into thought on a 
great issue) but also in its representative character. It was 
based on the work of a number of groups of students in all 
parts of the Empire, who for six years h^ been investigating 
** the Imperial problem,*’ and had issued, for private circu¬ 
lation, report after report, and draft after draft, dealing with 
its different aspects. 1 am not concerned in this chapter 
with the main arpuments of Mr. Curtis, but rather with his 
estimate of the situation as it stood in 1916, and in his 
forecasting of the future. 

The whole strength of his ca^e depended, first upon the 
belief that history had demonstrated conclusively the nature 
of the brutal dilemma ” which faced the Commonwealth; 
^d secondly upon the assumption that the factors were 
sufficiently well known to enable human reason to make an 
accurate forecast of future developments, and to justify it 
in drawing up elaborate plana for a f^eral super-state. 
Bearing this in mind, it is important to notice how lamentably 
S^r. Curtis failed to forecast the development of the Imperial 
constitution during the War, and how completely he under¬ 
estimated the capacity for expansion of the accepted method 
of Imperial Co-operation. 
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His thesis was that the War had revealed in an uximistak»<^ 
able fashion the complete breakdown of the ihethod of 
co-operation, and had once and for all demonstrated the 
necessity for Imperial Federation.^ While the War lasted 
there was no way out of the pit. Peace must come, as war 
came, without personal consultation; but the moment 
Peace had been signed, the representatives of the Empire 
must hurry into an Imperial Convention and seek to escape 
from their " brutal dilemma '* by devising the constitution 
of an Imperial Federation. 

On a superficial view, the events of 1914-16 fitted in 
amazingly well with this thesis—so well that not to have 
accepted them on their face value would have required the 
greatest self-restraint. Mr. Curtis showed no such self- 
restraint. The facts were as follow: The Imperial Conference 
had not been available for consultation with regard to the 
outbreak of war. Might it not be available as a means of 
consultation with regard to the terms of Peace? The 
Conference was due to meet in 1915. It was announced 
in a statement made by the Colonial Secretary in the House 
of Commons on April 14, 1915, that, moved thereto by the 
Prime Minister of Australia, he had inquired of the other 
Dominion Governments whether they considered practicable 
the holding in that year of a " normal Conference ” with, 
as he explained in the House, all the paraphernalia of 
** miscellaneous resolutions, protracted sittings, shorthand 
** reports and resulting Blue Books.'" The replies were in 
the negative. At the same time the Colonial Secretary 
announced that he had assured each Prime Minister that 
it was '* the intention of His Majesty’s Government to 


^ It is only fair to mention that these conclusions were not accepted 
by at least some of the colleagues of ]lk&. Curtis on the staff of the ' 
Round Tablo. A writer in the March number of Z917, summed up the. 
position as it then etood with perfect fairness when wrote i ** The 
" man who ventures to affirm that co-operation has broken down under 
" the stress of the war may possibly be right, but his case candbt yet' ; 
“ be hdd as proven. Ind^, co-operation has yielded results fax 
“ beyond anything which even its most fervent advocates would bavo 
" foretold before the event, dut that the existing machinesy > 
** co-operation has shown itself to be inadequate b an indisifatablo 
''proposition.” . - . ‘ 
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most fully and, if possible, personally, when 
** the time arrives to discuss possible terms of peace.'* 

Mr. Curtis willingly accepted these views as to the imprac¬ 
ticability of holding an Imperial Conference/ and proceeded 
to ^ow very effectively that consultations with regard to 
the terms of peace could be of little value unless they were 
.personal. But personal consultation he assumed to be out 
of the question, because .so long as the war lasted neither 
British nor Dominion Ministers could '* properly spare the 
'* time." For Mr. Curtis therefore the verdict both of 
experience and of reason was conclusive : "If experience 
" proves anything, then, it is this—that in a real crisis of 
" foreign affairs the Conference is not available as a 'means 
" to co-c>peration. The responsible governments of the 
" Commonwealth cannot consult togetlier in the one way 
" which is really effective. Not only must the British 
" Government decide, but the Dominions must accept its 
"decision without taking counsel together in the only real 
" sense of the word."* Thus both experience and reason 
taught, that between 1916 and the great post-war Convention 
to decide upon or reject Imperial Federation, there was 
nothing but a dreary prospect of dependence, unrelieved 
by any Imperial Conference, unrelieved by any striking 
developments in the Imperial constitution or in the methods 
and organs of Imperial Co-operation, unrelieved even by 
any direct share of the Dominions in the making of the 
Peace. The forecast of the method by which Peace was to 
be concluded is especially noteworthy in the light of after 
events: " The Dominions have thus seen themselves com- 
"mitted to war by a Government responsible only to the 
" people of the British Isles. And this experience is destined 
" to be completed, for they will see themselves committed 
Vto peace by ministers who are not responsible to them- 
'* selves . . . Their representatives will not be admitted to 
" the conference at which that peace is finally made. Tlie 


* It ^uld be pointed out tliat the Round Table, in an important 
article in 19x5. had ui;ged the suramaning of a Conference. 

I^obiem of the Covnmonteealth, p. 122. For the whole case see 

pp. t 09 ~I 23 . 
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plenipotcntiaiy who will go to it will be a minister 
** responsible only to the p(N>plc of the British Isles through 
the parliament they elect. Its responsibility for that 
" minister and for his policy cannot be shared with the 
parliaments of the Donxinions, and the responsibility of 
British ministers for foreign affairs cannot be shared at 
“ the Conference with ministers from the Dominions.” ^ 

It is important to realise that this estimate of the existing 
situation and this forecast of the future, were accepted in 
1916 by most advocates of Imperial Federation. A striking 
example of this fact may be seen in an address delivered by 
Lord Milner bciorn an important conference of British and 
Doinitiiun Members of Parliament summoned by the United 
Kingdom Biancli of the Empire Parliamentary Association 
on July 28, 1918.* In this address Lord Milner expressed 
complete agreement with the general argument of Mr. Curtis, 
making lengthy quotations from his book, and also accepted 
the main lines of his plan for Imperial Federation. The resulting 
discussion sliowed that not a single Dominion Member present 
agreed either with Mr. Curtis or Lord Milner. Like Mr. 
Curtis, Ixird Milner regarded the method of co-operation by 
means of cabinet conferences, as incapable of any profitable 
devi'Iopment. The Imperial Conference was merely a 
” usetul ” and " estimable ” institution, but was ” not 
” likely to cut much ice in Imperial questions of the first 
” magnitude.” because it harl ” neither the time, nor the 
" disixisition nor the authority.” The best possible proof 
of “its admitted uselessness for these high puiposes,” Lord 
Milner argued, was the indefinite post))oncmcnt by ” general 
” consent ” of the meeting of the Conference which should 
have been held in 1915. ” That means,” he concluded, 

" that the negotiations for peace, like the conduct of the War, 
like the policy which led up to the War, will be entirely in 
the hands of tlie British Cabinet, with or without consultation 
with any Dominion statesmen who happen to be handy.” 

In the remainder of this chapter the comments of 1917 to 

' Ibid., pp. 112-13. 

* This address and others were afterwards published by the United . 
Kingdom Draach of tlie E.P.A. 
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1919 upon these confident generalisations and prophecies will 
be chronicled. Ttic comments may be summed up briefly 
as follows. A few months after these views had been 
expressed, and had found general acceptance amongst advo- 
cates of Imperial Federation, and without any striking change 
having taken place in the war situation, save the coming into 
power of Mr. Lloyd George’s government in December, 1916, 
the method of co-operation by means of cabinet conferences 
underwent an enormous development. Early in 1917 the 
Imperial Cunfcroncc met in the guise of the Imperial War 
Cabinet.* This confercncci of cabinets met henceforth annu¬ 
ally ; it was a body which, as experience jiroved, had both the 
time, the disposition, and the authority to deal with Imperial 
questions of the first magnitude; it was a body in which, 
as cxpcriemcc proved, the Prime Ministers of the Dominions 
were able to meet the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom 
on a footing of perfect equality, and were able to take the 
fullest possible share in determining war policy, and in draw¬ 
ing up the terms of peace. Finally the representatives of the 
Dominions were admittt'd to the Peace Conference, took part 
in its deliberations, and were accorded separate and full 
representation in the League of Nations. Well might Sir 
Robert Borden say at the Imperial Conference of 1917, as 
he looked back over the eighty years, since the Durham 
Report, during which statesmen had been exploring the prob¬ 
lem of international government in the Empire, ” . . . it is 
'* unwise, having regard to the lessons of the past, for any of 
"us to predict absolutely the developments of the future.”* 


III. THE CONSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENTS. THE IMPERIAL 

WAR CABINET 

The nature and functions of tlic Imperial War Cabinet can 
only be understood in the light of the evolution of the British 

* Lord Milner showed that he filled the role of statesman better than 
that of prophet by playing a leading part in the summoning of this 
Conference. 

PtocMdings, p. 41. 
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War Cabinet upon which it was gn^ted; When lArar caihe' 
there were two bodies available for its conduct. One was die 
ordinaxy Cabinet of twenty-two Ministers. The other was 
the Committee of Imperial Defence whose composition and 
functions have already been described. ’ The experience of the 
first eighteen months was well summed up in the saying of Mr. 
Lloyd George : " You cannot run a war with a Sanhedrin." 
More than half a century before, Macaulay had been 
horrified at the idea of a Cabinet of sixteen, and the impossi¬ 
bility ol dealing satisfactorily with the more important and 
pressing questions of public policy, such as defence and foreign 
affairs, in a debating society of more than twenty ministers, 
led inevitably to the tendency, already well marked before 
tlie war, to deal with such matters in a kind of Inner Cabinet 
composed of the more important Ministers.® The con¬ 
stantly widening scope of government action during the War 
made necessary the creation of a number of new Ministries. 
This occurred at a time when every week was making it more 
obvious that the efficient conduct of the War required a much 
smaller War Executive, The main question to be decided 
was whether sucli an executive should be merely a committee of 
the Cabinet, the final authority resting witli the whole Cabinet, 
or whether the executive should itself finally settle questions, 
without reference to the full Cabinet. The first two years 
of the War showed a continued alternation from one method 
to the other. The experiments with different types of war 
executive during these years have been succinctly described 
in the words of one who was a prominent member of the 
secretariat which served cadi executive in turn:® 

The executive body responsible for the conduct of the 
" war in 1914 was a Cabinet of twenty-two ministers. . .■ 
The Cabinet was assisted by the Committee of Imperial 
Defence, but the activities of that body fell into abeyance, 
although it was never formally abolished, shortly after * 
** the outbres^ of war. The Secretariat survived, and waS’ 

^ See ants., Ch. VI. 

■ See Low: The Governance of^England (1914 Ed.), Ch. IX. 

* See paper read by Sii George A.ston at the Koyal Colonial Institute, 
November 12, 1918, printed in Untied Empire, I>^mbcr, 1918. 





*''iified by €ach ol the various executive bodies that were 
subsequently devised. The first of these—^up to November, 
1914—was the Cabinet representing the Liberal Party. 
** Then came the * War Council/ which was a * Committee 
of the Cabinet, with some experts added.* This body 
** resembled in composition the Committee of Imperial 
Defence, but it finally decided the most important matters, 
** and acted upon such decisions without reference to the 
“ Cabinet. Control was thus exercised by the War 
Council, with occasional reversion to Cabinet control, for 
about four months. From March 19, IQ15, the Cabinet of 
“ twenty-two members resumed control, and in June the 
*'War Council' became the 'Dardanelles Committee.' 
" After the Coalition Government was formed in May, 1915, 
“ a ' War Committee' was instituted, with the same func- 
'* tions as the War Council, but the final responsibility rested 
" not with them, but with the Cabinet." 

With the coming into power of Mr. Lloyd George in 
December, 1916, a new method of governmental organisation 
was introduced—^that of the War Cabinet of five—^which 
is best described in the words of the (Official Report for 
the year 1917:* 

"The S3^tem of the War Cabinet distinguishes between 
" the body which is responsible for the supreme direction of 
" the war and the Ministers who have charge of the great 
" administrative departments of State. The general direc- 
" tion of the policy of llis Majesty's Government during the 
" War rests with the War Cabinet, whose members, with one 
" exception, are relieved of the day-to-day preoccupations of 
" administrative work, and whose time is, therefore, entirely 
" available for initiating policy and for the work of co-ordinat- 
" ing the great Departments of State." 

This revolution in the 53rstem of Government, which " more 
" than doubled the scale and rate of working " of the supreme 
Executive,* made possible the creation of a number of new 
and urgently needed departments. The fact that, with one 


^ TJ^ War Cabinet: Report for the Year 1917, p. i. 

* Statement by Loitl Curzon in the House of Lords, May 3, 1917. 
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exception (that of the Chancellor of thelixchequcr),^ thcheads 
of all the great Departments of State (including the First 
Lord of the Admiralty, and the Secretaries of State for War 
and Foreign Affairs) were outside the War Cabinet, ^made 
the task of linking up the Departments with each other and 
with the War Cabinet of supreme importance. An elaborate 
machinery to effect this was evolved which is described in 
detail in the Report already mentioned.* Ministers were 
called into consultation whenever questions affecting their 
departments were under consideration, .and as a further means 
of co-ordination a double system of weekly reports passed to 
and from the War Cabinet and the dejiartments, and also 
from department to department. In order to effect this, 
minutes were kept of the discussions in the War Cabinet— 
thus breaking down the sacred tradition of the Cabinet that 
the }*rime Minister alone had power to take notes of the 
deliberations. One of the most important and effective of 
the new pieces of machinery created to work this new system 
was the War Cabinet Secretariat, which was built up upon the 
nucleus of the Secretariat of the Committee of Imperial 
Defence.® The secretariat not only performed the primary- 
duties of such a body (such as the preparation of agenda and 
the taking of minutes), but also by means of a complete system 
of liaison officers, acted as a link between the War Cabinet 
and all the departments of government. 

The rough separation of domestic from Imperial concents, 
which the creation of this new type of executive involved,* 
was followed immediately by the summoning of the Dominion 
Prime Ministers to a Conference; and the concurrence of 
these two events at once laid bare, to those who had vision, 

' Mr. Bonar Law combined the Offices of Member of the War Cabinet, 
ChanceUor of the Exchequer, and Leader of the House of 

* Pp. 1-4. Cf. Report for 1918, pp. i-n. 

® Ibid. (1917), p. 3. The Prime Minister was also provided ^th a 
small Secretariat to assist him in the dischaiige of tlie heavy responsi¬ 
bilities which fell ujion him under the War Cabinet system. 

^ This was followed by the creation of a " Home AlTairs Committee,” 
consisting of the *' Ministers Connected with the principal Home 
Uepartments,” and presided over by the Home'Secretary (Statement 
by Lord Curzon in House of Lords, June 20, 1918). 
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a great possibility. Tbis possibility was the expansion of the 
British War Cabinet into the Imperial War Cabinet by inviting 
the Dominion Ministers to deliberate with the members oi 
the former body. There was thus created a body which, 
while not differing in essence from the older Imperial Confer¬ 
ence. gave the Dominions for the first time the reality as well 
as the forms and procedure of complete equality of status, 
and which formed in a new and unprecedented sense the 
supreme govenung body of the British Empire. 

In describing the momentous events which took place in 
London in the spring of 1917, we must make a careful distinc¬ 
tion between three dilfercnt but closely connected bodies. 
These were the Imperial War Cabinet, the Imperial War 
Conference, and the British War Cabinet. These bodic*s 
correspond to a natural division in the kind of work to be 
done. The original invitation had been to a “ Special War 
'* Conference," which was to take the form of a series of special 
and continuous meetings of the War Cabinet. What hap¬ 
pened in practice may be seen from the following passage in 
the War Cabinet Report for 1917 (p. 7): 

" Practical convenience determined fhat the War Con- 
" ference should be divided into two parts. On the one 
" side were meetings of what came to be known as the Imperial 
“ War Cabinet, which consisted of the Oversea Kepresenta- 
" tives and the Members of the British War Cabinet sitting 
" together as an Imperial War Cabinet for deliberation about 
" the amduct of the war and for the discussion of the larger 
" issues of imperial policy connected with the War. On the 
" other side was the Imperial War Conference presided over by 
" the Secretary of State for the Colonics, which consisted of 

the Oversea Representatives and a number of other 
" Ministers, which discussed non-war [Imperial] problems or 

questions connected with the war but of les.ser import- 
** ance."^ 

It was found necessary to hold meetings of the British War 
Cabinet alternating with the meetings of the Imperial War 
' Cabinet, for the purpose of dealing with war business which 

^ ‘ The meetings of the Imperial War Conference were not attended 
by members of the British " War Caliiiiet." 
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primarily concerned the domestic affdits of the .United' 
Kingdom. 

The significance of these constitutional developments has 
never been more lucidly set out than in a speech by Sir Robert 
Borden on April 3rd before the Empire Parliamentary Asso¬ 
ciation. The speech has now become almost a classical 
statement of the nature and meaning of the Imperial War 
Cabinet, and is therefore worth quoting at length : 

'* It may be that in the shadow of the war we do not clearly 
" realise the measure of recent constitutional development. . 

“ For the first time in the Empire’s history there arc sitting 
** in London two cabinets, both properiy constituted and 
" both exercising well defined powers. Over each of them the 
“ Prime Minister of the United Kingdom presides. One of 
“ them is designated as the ‘War Cabinet ’ which chiefly devotes 
" itself to such questions touching the prosecution of the War 
“ as primarily concern the United Kingdom. The other is 
’’designated as the ’Imperial War Cabinet,’ which has a 
“ wider purpose, jurisdiction, and personnel. To its delibdra- 
” tions hav'e been summoned representatives of all the 
” Empire’s self-governing Dominions. We meet there on 
’’ terms of equality under the presidency of the First Minister 
” of the United Kingdom; we meet there as equals, he is 
" primus inter pares. Ministers from six nations sit around 
" the council board, all of them responsible to their respective 
" parliaments and to the people of the countries which they 
" repre.scnt. Each nation has its voice upon questions of 
” common concern and highest importance as the delibera- 
“ tions proceed ; each pre.serves unimpaired its perfect autpn- 
” omy, its sclf-]govcmment, and the responsibility of its 
” ministers to their own electorate. For many years the 
” thought of statesmen and students in every part of the 
" Empire has centred around the question of future consti- 
” tutional relations; it may be that now, as in the past, the' 

" necessity imfiosed by great events has given the answer."",* 

An analysis of this statement reveals three outstanding 
points,'\vhich were amply corroborated by various statements 

* Quoted in The War C^inet Jieport (1917), pp. 8-9. Cf< Speech 
before same body in 1918. War Cabtnet Report, 1918, pp. 7-8. 





; ^aaating from the other Dominion statesmen, as weD as 
Mr. Lloyd Geroge and his colleagues in the British 
Ministry. The% points are (a) tliat the Dominion members 
''occupied a status of absolute equality with that of the 
" members of the British War Cabinet/' ^ that is, they attended 
'not as advisers, but with the full powers of question, of 
examination, and of initiation, hitherto reserved to the chief 
Ministers of the British Government; (b) that each nation 
had its full voice and share in determining both military 
and foreign policy—especially with regard to the terms of 
peace, (c) that each nation preserved unimpaired " its perfect 
" autonomy, its self-government, and the responsibility 
" of its Ministers to their own electorate." lliese points 
indicated that, so long as the Imperial War Cabinet met, 
the conception of the British Commonwealth as an intimate 
group of autonomous states co-operating in matters of common 
concern 'was in practice almost completdy attained. 

It was clear also from Sir Robert's statement that the 
Imperial War Cabinet was not a " cabinet" in the strict sense 
of the word. It was, in the apt phrase used by Sir Robert in 
making his report to the Canadian House of Commons, " a 
" Cabinet of Governments rather than of Ministers."* The 
use of the term " Cabinet" to designate a body which had 
no collective responsibility, which was not responsible to, 
that is, dismissible by, any one parliament, was sufficient 
to make the most respectable textbooks on the British Con¬ 
stitution tremble in their shelves. But beside the obvious 
justification of convenience, there was the further justifica¬ 
tion that despite its peculiar nature the Imperial War 
Cabinet was an effective executive body. Its effectiveness 
lay in the fact that the representatives who attended its 
meetings commanded majorities in their respective parKa- 
ments. They were therefore able in practice to come to deci- 
sons involving both legislative and executive action, which 
they could rely upon being accepted by their respective parlia¬ 
ments, with almost as much certainty as an ordinary cabinet 


^ Mr. Lloyd George's statement in* the Biitidi House of Commons, 
B|Siy.i7, 1917. 

* May 18,1917. 
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can rely upon its decisions being accepted by the parliament 
to which it is collectively responsible. The ivay of the 
Imperial War Cabinet was the only known way of securing an 
effective international executive body without resorting to 
the doubtful expedient of an international super-state. The 
term " Cabinet ” as applied to this international executive 
had the further advantage of emphasising the essential 
equality between the United Kingdom and the Dominions 
upon which Sir Robert Borden laid so much emphasis. ITds 
status of equality was still further emphasised by the fact that 
the Secretariat of the Imperial War Cabinet was the same as 
the Secretariat of the British War Cabinet,^ in place of the 
dependejit Colonial Office Secretariat to which the Imperial 
Conference of 1907 had agreed, despite the desire expressed 
by several of the Dominions for an independent body. 

Even this scanty digging about the roots of the Imperial 
War Cabinet makes clear a fact whidi disappointed Federalists 
were quick to notice," namely, that this body was but “ the 
old Imperial Conference in a new and more executive guise 
—with a new name, new rules and procedure, a different 
secretariat, and a different place of meeting. It was true 
that these changes made no fundamental alteration in the 
principle of Imperial Co-operation ; no Dominion govern¬ 
ment would have accepted them if they had made any such 
alteration. But it is also true that these few changes made 
one of those great unponderablc differences whereby we 
distinguish the work of statesman from tlie craftsipanship 
of politicians. Even if after the war the newer term 
*' Imperial Cabinet ’* is replaced by the older and more 
accurate term Imperial Conference (tlic necessity of two 
bodies, not very dissimilar in composition and functions, 
having disappeared with the passing of war conditions) as 
the designation of the conference of Ministers which in 
some form or other will be established, the newer term will 
still have done a great service in marking and emphasising 
the new status of equality secured by the Dominions from 
1917 onwards. 

i. 

* Report of War Cabinet (1917), p. 3. 

2 Rouni^able, Juno, 19x7. ' 
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' The Imperial War Cabinet met first on March 20, 1917, 
and held its fourteenth and last meeting on May 2nd. It 
was obvious to all that there could be no going back upon 
tlie great precedent thus set. Hence at its last meeting it 
came to a decision (Which was justly described by Mr. Lloyd 
George in his statement to the House of Commons on May 
17th as ** a memorable landmark in the constitutional history 
* ** of the British Empire.” This decision was that the Imperial 
Cabinet should meet annually, and it is of sucli outstanding 
importance that the British Prime Minister's lucid account 
of it must be quoted in full. 

” The Imperial War Cabinet was unanimous that the new 
” procedure had been of such service not only to all its 
" members but to the Empire that it ought not to be allowed 

to fall into desuetude. Accordingly at the last session I 
" proposed formally, 011 behdlf of the British Govemineiit, 
" that meetings of an Imperial Cabinet should be held annually 
" or at any intermediate time when matters of urgent Imperial 
" concern require to be settled, and that the Imperial Cabinet 
” .should consist of the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom 
” and such of his colleagues as deal specially with Imperial 
"ailairs. of the Prime Ministcl' of each of the Dominions, 
”or some specially accredited alternate possessed of equal 
” authority, and of a representative of the Indian people to 
” be appointed by the Government of India. This proposal 
" met with the cordial approval of the Overseas representa- 
” tives, and we hope that the holding of an annual Imperial 
” Cabinet to discuss foreign affairs and other aspects of 
” Imperial policy will become an accepted convention of 
" the British Constitution. 

” I ought to add that the institution in its present form 
** is extremely elastic. It grew, not by design, but out of 
*'^th6 necessities of the war. The essence of it is that the 
” responsible heads of the Governments of the Empire, with 
“ those Ministers who are specially entrusted with the conduct 
“ of Imperial policy, should meet together at regular intervals 
*' to confer about foreign policy and matters connected there- 
V with, and come to decisions in regard to them which, subject 

to the control of their own Parliaments, they will then 
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“ severally execute. By this means they will be able to obta^. 
** full information about all aspects of toperial affairs, and^to 
** determine by consultation together the policy of the Empire 
** in its most vital aspects, without infringing imany degree 
** the autonomy whidi its parts at present enjoy.’*' 

The significance of this development is almost too obvious 
for comment. At a single stroke the gap between cabinet 
conferences was cut down from four years to one. As we 
idiall see more clearly later, this propo^^together with the 
proposal accepted in 1918 that the Dominions should be 
represented by Resident Ministers who should attend meetings 
of the Imperial War Cabinet “ to be held regularly between 
the plenary sessions —ogives us the key to the future 
development of the " executive" body of the British 
Commonwealth. 


IV. THE CONSTITUTIONAL RESOLUTION OF I917. CONTINUOUS 

CABINET CONSULTATION 

An event of even greater importance than the institution 
of the annual Imperial Cabinet was the great debate'on 
the future constitution of the Empire, which took place in the 
Imperial War Conference. The debate ended in the passing' 
of the famous Constitutional Resolution of 1917, which ran 
as follows: 

” The Imperial War Conference are of opinion that the 
’’readjustment of the constitutional relations of the com- 
" ponent parts of the Empire is too important and intricate 
”a subject to be dealt with during the War, and that it 
” should foim the subject of a special Imperial Conference 
” to be summoned as soon as possible after the cessation ' 
” of hostilities. v 

” IJiey deem it their duty, however, to place on record 
” their view that any such readjustment, while thorough^ . 
” preserving all existing powers of self-government and * 

' statement in House of Commons. May 17.1917. 

> Imperial War Conference (1918), Froc0e<li»gs, p. 165. * . . ■ ^ 
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*' complete control'of domestic affairs, should be based upon 
a full recognition of the Dominions as autonomous nations 
** of an Imperial Commonwealth, and of India as an important 
** portion of the same, should recognise the right of the 
** Dominions and India to an adequate voice in foreign policy 
“and in foreign relations, and should provide effective 
“ arrangements for continuous consultation in all important 
“ matters of common Imperial concern, and for such necessary 
“ concerted action, founded on consultation, as the several 
“Governments may determine/'* 

This resolution was a fitting celebration of the thirtieth 
anniversary of the first meeting of the Imperial Conference, 
because here for the first time was a clear and precise state¬ 
ment of the goal towards which the Imperial Conference 
had for thirty years been feeling its way—the ideal, that is, 
of an intimate society of equal and autonomous states, 
conducting their common affairs by continuous consultation 
followed by concerted action. The resolution was very 
carefully constructed and was the result of much private 
discussion before it appeared in the semi-publicity of the 
Conference Room. Hence the fact that it was so framed 
as to shut out completely the solution of Imperial Federation, 
is doubly significant. This fact placed beside the fact that 
the resolution was passed at the moment when the hopes of 
.the federalists were at high water mark, as a result of the 
great imperialistic revival caused by the War, emphasised 
the decisive nature of the defeat administered to the idea of a 
federal super-state. 


The Advance of 1918 

In 1918 the work of Imperial reconstruction was carried 
a stage further. The Imperial War Cabinet met a second 
time for six weeks, from June to July, of that year. It met 
again after the Armistice, and remained in continuous session 
(taking the form in Paris of the “"IBritish Empire Delegation ^') 

* Proceedings, j*. 61, 


.12 
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until the signing of Peace in June, 1919. * ' The tremendous,; 
stimulus given by the War to the spirit of nationhood in the' 
Dominions, and the feeling that there were several urgent 
questions of Imperial reconstruction which required instant 
attention and could not be postponed to some far off post¬ 
war Conference, induced the members of the Imperial War^ 
Conference (and of the Imperial War Cabinet) of 19x8 to take 
two more important steps towards the goal of the 1917 
Resolution—the full recognition of the Dominions as 
“ autonomous nations of an Imperial Commonwealth.'* 
These steps were expressed in two resolutions passed on 
July 30th by the Imperial War Cabinet after a debate in the 
Imperial War Conference.* 

The resolutions were as follow: 

I. (i) The Prime Ministers of the Dominions, as members 
of the Imperial War Cabinet, have the right of direct 
communication with the Prime Minister of the United King¬ 
dom and vice versa. 

(a) Such communications should be confined to questions 
of Cabinet importance. The Prime Ministers themselves 
are the judges of such questions. 

(3) Telegraphic communication between the Prime Ministers 
should as a rule be conducted through the Colonial Office 
machinery, but this will not exclude the adoption of more 
direct means of communication in exceptional circumstances. 

II. In order to secure continuity in the work of the 
Imperial War Cabinet and a permanent means of consultation 
during the war on the more important questions of common 
interest, the Prime Minister of each Dominion has the right 
to nominate a Cabinet Minister, either as a resident or visitor' 
in London, to represent him at meetings of the Imperial Wa^ 
Cabinet to be held regularly between the plenary sessions.' ‘ 


■ The mme Ministers of Canada and of Australia (Sir Robert 
and Mr. Hughes) were absent from their re!«pectlve Dominions durtn|^'' 
practically &e whole of the year, June, 1918. to June, 1919. General 
Smuts remained in England as a memb^ of tlic Imperial War Calnnet, 
or of the British War Cabinet, from the beginning of 1917 until after 
the sigiUng of Feara. « 

* For the latter debate see Proceedings, pp. 155-165. The Resolutioiis; 
are printed on p. 165. 



' The tot of these resolutions was a further step in the 
directioh of formal equality of status. It aimed at the 
xelimihatibn of the Colonial Office as an intermediary between 
'the Dominion Governments and the Government of the 
United Kingdom, except as regards questions not of y cabinet 
"'importance.'* As was pointed out during the debate 
in the Imperial War Conference, and indicated in the resolu-' 
tion, this was not the introduction of a new principle, but a 
logical development of the practice adopted in the Imperial 
War Cabinet, and in the Imperial Conference, where the 
Governments were brought face to face," all circumlocutions, 
" all intermediaries ** having been swept away,^ 

The second resolution aimed at securing immediately, 
without waiting for the post-war Conference, the " continuous 
"'consultation,” spoken of in the igiy Resolution. The 
establishing of an annual Imperial Cabinet had still left a 
gap during which, unless a further constructive step were 
taken, the nations of the Empire would be forced to revert, 
in some form or other, to the old method of diplomacy. The 
only satisfactory method yet .suggested of filling up such a 
gap is the method adopted in the resolution—^thc expedient 
of Resident or Visiting Cabinet Ministers. The importance 
of the advance is indicated by the fact that nearly two 
decades of discussion and controversy were required to 
hammer out the expedient and to bring it to something like 
its final shape.* 

Tlic debate in the Imperial War Conference which led to 
the passing of these two resolutions, was in effect a continua¬ 
tion of the 1917 debate on the future constitution of tlie 
, Empire, and was remarkable for its vigorous insistence upon 
the nationhood of the Dominions, and upon the necessity of 
equality of status in all vital matters. The Ministers who 
took part in both these debates, and especially the second, 

^ Ibid., p. 155. In reply to a question, Mr. Bonar Law has recently 
Stated (Hansard, May 4, 1920) that in accordance with this resolntion 
continuous communication, has since been maintained with the 
'X)<»nlnion IMme Ministera-^papcia on matters of Tmperlal concern 
being forwarded weekly to them. ( 3 n the question of the future of the 
'Colonial Office, see below, pp. 274-7. 

• * Cf. ante. Chapters V. and VI. 



180 BRITISH COimONWEALTH QF NATIONS ^ 

« I 

Spoke as the leaders of nations conscious and proud of their 
nationhood; they spoke with a confidence and power far 
greater than that shown in any of the pre-war Conferences. 
To anyone who reads these debates, who realises the part 
played by the Dominions in the War, or who has been familiar 
with popular feeling in any one of the Dominions during 
this period, the great developments of 1919—^the part played 
by the Dominion Ministers in the Peace Conference and the 
representation of the Dominions in the League of Nations— 
will appear as the natural and inevitable sequel of the* age 
that lies between 1914 and 1918. 


V. THE DOMINIONS AND THE PEACE CONFERENCE 
The Problem of Representation 

The moment it became evident that the Dominions were 
putting all their strength into the War, the problem of their 
representation at the Peace Conference began to arise. Were 
they to remain, in fact as wdl as in form, dependent upon 
the United Kingdom, for the making of Peace, or were they 
to receive direct representation at the Peace Conference? 
The precedents with regard to the representation of the 
Dominions at international conferences pointed to the 
possibility of their being directly represented in the Peace 
Conference by their own plenipotentiaries appointed by the 
Crown.^ But in the first two or three years of the War it was 
not dear that this course would be adopted, and leading 
English writers on the Empire indined towards the view 
that the Dominions should be represented merely ... in 
*'an advisory capadty.*"* The meeting of the Imperial War 
Cabinet in 1917, however, and the dedsion to hold annual 
meetings, altered the whole outlook upon this question. 
The Imperial War Cabinet made possible joint discussion and 
joint dedsion of all questions relating to war and peace. 
The acceptance, in the Constitutional Resolution of 1^17, 

. > Ante, Ch. VI. 

* Keith: Impenal Unity, pp. 364-5 (Nov., 1915). 'Cf. also Curtis, 

, op. eit. 
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of the principle of equal nationhood within the British Group, 
made perfectly clear the right of the Dominions to direct and 
separate representation in the Peace Conference. 

The Supreme War Council of the Allies was the stepping- 
stone which led directly from the equal status of the 
Dominions in the Imperial War Cabinet to their direct repre¬ 
sentation in the Peace Conference. This Council, which was 
established in February, 1918, and held monthly meetings 
at Versailles, consisted of the Prime Ministers of the Allied 
Powers in the West and one other Minister from each Govern¬ 
ment.^ The Empire was represented on this body, not by 
the British War Cabinet, but by the Imperial War Cabinet, 
and this fact gave any Dominion Prime Minister a technical 
right to attend meetings of the Supreme War Council as 
the colleague of the British Prime Minister. No Dominion 
Prime Minister appears, however, to have attended in this 
capacity, although on two occasions—^July 4 and December 
3, igi8—the Dominion Prime Ministers in a body attended 
meetings of the Council.* It was the Supreme War Council 
which settled the arrangements for the Peace Conference, 
and, somewhat altered in form, framed the main lines of the 
Peace Treaty. 

It is impossible to understand the position occupied by the 
Dominions in the Peace Conference and in the League of 
Nations, unless we grasp the conditions governing successful 
international co-operation. The Peace Conference was but 
one final and tremendous illustration of the fact that a great 
mass of important and urgent political affairs can only be 
effectively dealt with by a small executive body composed 
of Ministers who, subject to Parliament, are entrusted with 
power to make and to carry out decisions. It was the 
perception of this fact which led to the formation of the great 
war executives—^the British War Cabinet and the 
Supreme War Council. In each there was a more or less 
rigid limitation of numbers with a view to securing the 
smallest possible executive body, and in cMch case member¬ 
ship was restricted to the leading members (or in one or two 

* War Cabinet Report (1917), p. x6. 

’ War Cabinet Re^t (1918). pp. 21 and ix. 
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i:ases representatives) of the respective CaUnets— 
i^ho because they could count on the support of majoriiti^' 
in their respective Parliaments were practically in a position 
to act as plenipotentiaries. It is obvious that the-possibUity 
of including in a Conference of Governments some repre^ 
sentatives from each Cabinet, depends upon the size of the 
group of states co-operating. A body formed of even one 
Cabinet Minister from each of the Allies in the West, including 
the Dominions, would have been ineffective because of its 
size. In a case like this, the smallest Powers must acquiesce 
in ^rtial or complete exclusion.^ The Dominion Prime. 
Ministers showed their appreciation of the realities of the 
situation by ready acquiescence in their exclusion from the 
normal meetings of the Supreme War Council, and by their 
willingness to entrust their interests in tliis Council to the 
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, that is, to the leader 
of the British Group of States. The British Prime Minister 
was of course expected, so far as the larger questions of 
policy were concerned, to follow the general lines previously 
agreed upon in the Imperial War Cabinet. 

These considerations applied with still greater force to the 
Peace Conference. In the number, urgency, and magnitude 
of the problems it was called upon to face, the Peace Confer¬ 
ence far outdistanced any of the three war executives just 
mentioned. In the short space of a few months, it was 
called upon to deal with most of the great outstanding 
political problems of the world. Bearing these facts in mind, 
let us turn to the actual developments in the macliinery . 
of the Peace Conference. 

If wc are to pick our way without confusion amongst the 
maze of Councils which successivdy figured in the reporta 
of the Peace Conference—Councils of Twenty-five, of Seventy,, 
of Ten, the Big Five, the Big Four, the Big Three—^wc must , 
make clear at the outset a distinction between two kinds 
of bodies. On the one hand there was the body which was 
expected to do the bulk of the work and to frame the general* 

^ They may. however, receive representation in a second and all-, 
inclusive body with limited functions, such as the Assembly of th^ 

, League of Nations. / 




4 injBS of the treaty. This was, in effect, the execative CQundBt|^ 
of the Conference, and at the beginning was planned by the 
Supreme War Council as a council of Twenty-five, the five 
Great Powers (the United States, the British Empire, France, 
Italy and Japan) having five-members each. Tlfis body, 
however, shrank down rapidly into the Council of the Big 
Four, which consisted of the Prime,Ministers of the United 
Kingdom, France and Italy, and the President of the United 
States. On the other hand there was the Plenary Conference^ 
■a body which registered the decisions of the Council, and’ 
gave opportimities for the ddivery of formal speeches, and 
the making of public protests and criticisms. The Plenary 
Conference consisted ^of the representatives of each' of the 
thirty-two nations on the victorious side, its total member¬ 
ship being about seventy. 

What was to be the position of the Dominions in the 
Council of Twenty-five and the Plenary Conference? It 
was not till September, 1919, when the Peace Treaty came 
before the Dominion Parliaments, that any definite evidence 
was forthcoming to the general public with regard to the 
struggle which took place in the first two months after the 
Armistice, over the question of the status of the Dominions 
la the Peace Conference. With some exceptions, British 
statesmen appear to have supported strongly the claims of 
the Dominions, when once the strength of feeling which lay 
behind these claims was realised; although their origined 
idea seems to have been that the Empire should enter the 
Conference as a uni/, without the separate representation 
of the Dominions.^ The main opposition came from the 
representatives of the Great Powers, who naturally enough 
found difficulty in realising the vast change which h^^ 
taken place in the last decade in the nature of the Biitidi 
Empire,* As General Smuts put it: They could not 

* Canadian Hansard, Vol. LIV, pp. 86-94 and 2Z--3. The change 
of attitude was due mahily to the pressure brought to bear by Canadian 
and South African Ministers, though no doubt the storm raised ^ 
Mir. Hughes over the failnre to consult the Dominions when the Armis¬ 
tice was decided, upon the basis of t’^esident Wilson's " fourteen points,** ■ 
'' hdped in this direction. 

- ^ Jbid., pp. 31 and 88, 
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''realise the new situation arising, and that the Binitish ' 
" Empire, instead of being one central Government, consisted 
" of a league of free states, free, equal and working together 
"for the great ideals of human government."* 

The course of the struggle is revealed clearly in the docu¬ 
ments made public in the Canadian House of Commons 
during the Treaty Debate.^ On October 29, 1918, Sir 
Robert Borden cabled on behalf of his Cabinet to Mr. Lloyd 
George urging the national claims of the Dominions to separate 
representation, and pointing out that a very difficult, and 
perhaps dangerous, situation would arise if these claims were 
ignored. On December 4th, the Canadian Cabinet cabled 
to Sir Robert Borden—^then attending the Imperial War 
Conference—again very strongly urgingH:hat Canada should 
be represented in the Peace Conference. . In view of 
“ war efforts of Dominion other nations entitled to representa- 
'* tion at Conference should recognise unique character of 
" British Commonwealth composed of group of free nations 
'* under one sovereign and that provision should be made 
'' for special representation of these nations at Conference. 

*' even though it may be necessary that in any final decision 
'' reached they should speak with one voice. ..." 

On January 2, 1919, Sir Robert replied to the effect 
that he had spoken '' very frankly and firmly as to Canada’s 
attitude" on the question of representation, and had 
made the following proposal, which had been accepted by the 
Imperial War Cabinet: " First, Canada and the other 
" Dominions shall each have the same representation as 
" Belgium and other small allied nations at the Peace Con- 
" ference. 

" Second, as it is proposed to admit to the Council of 
" Twenty-live representatives of Belgium and other small. 

" allied nations only when their special interests are under 
'' consideration, I urged that some of the ^representatives of 
'' British Empire should be drawn from a panel on which 
" each Dominion Prime Minister shall have a place. . . . 

- * In the South African Parliament: Cape Tinm, September9,1919* 

' Canadian Hansard, Vol. LIV, pp. 155-158- The documents are 
printed in full in Sessional Paper, No. 41 j. 



f* My proposal really gives to Dominions fuller representa- 
*'tion than that accorded to small allied nations such as 
** Belgium.” ^ 

To this the Canadian Government replied urging that 
Canada should have at least one representative sitting 
throughout the Conference. ” Canada has had as many 
” casualties as the United States and probably more actual 
” deaths. ‘ Canadian people would not appreciate five 
” American delegates throughout the whole Conference and 
” no Canadian entitled to sit throughout the Conference, nor 
” would they appreciate several representatives from Great 
” Britain and Canada none.” 

In making his proposal Sir Robert acted as spokesman 
for all the Dominion Prime Ministers. When a few days later 
the matter came before the Supreme War Council, which 
framed the procedure of the Preliminary Peace Conference, 
” strong objection was made to the proposed representation 
” of the British Dominions ”; but after further discussion 
in the British Empire Delegation, during which the Dominions 
maintained their firm attitude, the proposal was finally 
accepted by all parties.* By virtue of this acceptance the 
representation of the Dominions was as follows: 

I. In the Council of Twenty-five, Dominion representatives, 
as the members of the British Empire Delegation, had a right 
to places amongst the five members allotted to the British 
Empire. 

II. In the Plenary Conference, the Dominions were entitled 
to representation in two ways: {a) As small nations deemed 
to be on the same level as Belgium—that is, having the same 
rights and status—^Australia, Canada and South Africa were 
represented by two delegates each (New 2 ^aland by one). 
( 5 ) In addition to this representation, Dominion Ministers 

1 This daim was made on several occasions in the Canadian Treaty 
Debate. lind., p. 132, etc. 

, * ** Canada and Australia made a greater war effort than any other 
powers below the rank of first-class . . . Australia alone lost more 
'* than the U.S.A.'' Smuts, in the (Tnion Parliament. Cape Times, 
September 9th. 

* Hansard (Can.), Vol. LIV., p. 21. 


OF lUmtlAL COkiFE^TION 



18 « BRm^ COMHQMrWfilAB'tH OF 

, >1 . ' ^ 'i j ‘-I 

were entitled to appear on the ddegatioii of five allotted' 
the British Empire in the Plenary Conference,^ 

The whole episode is instructive. It revealed'for the fixstl 
time clearly to the world the strength of national feeling 
in the Dominions, and the value attached by them to'a 
recognition of their national status, not merely by the United 
Kingdom, but also by the other states of the world. 

The Treaty Debates in the Dominion Parliaments have 
shown that this status was fought for with great persistence 
and determination by all the Dominion Prime Ministers, 
not only as regards the Peace Conference but also as regards 
the League of Nations and the Labour Convention. But 
the Dominions showed themselves no less anxious to preserve 
the existence of the British Empire as a distinct group. The 
proposal made by Sir Robert Borden on behalf of the 
Dominions, and adopted only after *'earnest discussion"*^ 
in the Imperial War Cabinet, was, indeed, a serious and a 


notable attempt to reconcile the two ideals which they had 
at heart—equal nationhood within the Group, and the 
growing intimacy of its members. Equal nationhood was 
expressed unmistakably in the provision for separate 
Dominion representation. The formal unity of the Empire 
as a distinct and intimate Group was expressed in the pro¬ 
vision for a '* British Empire ” delegation, upon which the 
Dominions retained their right to appear, although it' wa$ 
intended to be mainly a delegation representing the United 


^ Rules of Conference as drawn up by Supreme Council and issued 
to the press on January 15,19x9. The actual wording of the first rule is 
worth noting because of the way in which reference is made to the 
Dominions as Poowrr. It ran as follows: ~ i 

*' The Conference summoned with a view to lay down the conditibas 
*' of peace . . . shall include the representatives of the Allied. 

" Associated bdligerent Powers. ", U 

“ The belligerent Powers with general interests (the United, 

*' of America, the British Empire, France, Italy. Japan) shall attnid ^ 
“ all sessions and commissions. ^ , 

*' The belligerent Powers with special interests (Bdginm, Braailt ihaf'' 
Britirii Dominiona and India^ China, Cuba. Greece . . . etc. .. .;r 
" shall attend the sessions at which questions concerning them 
" discussed.*' (Quoted in Canadian Hamard, ibid., p. 157.) -' , 

^ Sir Robert Borden, in the Canadian House, $bid., p. at. - 'Kt 
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'IQngdom and the parts of the Empire without separate 
representation.^ 


, The Part Played by the Dominions in the Conference 

The Plenary Conference, with its seventy members repre- 
s^tiog thirty-two separate nations, was far too unwieldy a 
body to take any active part in the framing of the Treaty. 
Its half-dozen or so meetings in the first half of 1919 are 
chiefly interesting from the point of view of this book because 
they throw a certain amount of light upon the position of 
the Dominions. On several occasions the Dominion Prime 
Ministers showed that they were not willing to treat their 
representation as merdy a passive membership, involving 
little more than the repetition of Agreed " to the decisions 
of the Great Powers, but were prepared, as the representatives 
of small nations, to take an active part in the discussions. 
One of the most interesting moments of the whole Conference 
occurred on January 25th at the second plenary session. 
Tliis was the occasion upon which the Great Powers announced 
the constitutions which they had fixed for the various Com¬ 
missions required by the Conference. The representatives 
pf a number of the small nations protested on the ground 
that they had not been consulted, and were not given adequate 
representation on the Commissions. Amongst the first 
to rise in protest was Sir Robert Borden, the Prime Minister 
of Canada, who spoke avowedly as a representative of one 
of the smaller nations.* 

1 This refers, of course, to the Plenary Conference. The right was 
exerdsed on several occasions, e.g., at the Plenary Session of Jan. 25th, 
when,, according to the official report, Canada and New Zealand each 
had k Minister in the British Em^re delegation of five, in addition to 
.iheir normal representation as small states, namely, two and one 
'respectively., 

,, * Cf. the successful moving of an amendment by Sir Robert Borden, 
Plenary Session of April 1 ith, to secure the Dominions equal 
abktus in the Labour Convention. (Canadian Hansard, ibid., p. 22). 

also the protest made, at the se^on of February 14th, by Mr. 

' Hughes, against the adoption of the mandatory system as the method 
' iStf disposing of the German Pacific Colonies. 
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The Council of the five 'Great Powers, which in its varioils 
forms did the active work of the Conference, began, as we 
have seen, with a membership of twenty-five. As might 
have been anticipated, this body was at once found to be 
too big for efficient work, and it does not appear to have met 
at all. It was replaced by a Council of Ten, which was 
really the Supreme War Council under a new name, each of 
the five Great Powers being represented by two members. 
Even this body was found after trial to be too cumbrous to 
achieve the rapid decisions for which the world was becoming 
more and more impatient. Finally, by the dimination of 
the two diplomatists who represented Japan, and of the 
Foreign Minister of each of the other four Great Powers, the 
Council of Ten shrank down into a Council of Four composed 
of the four outstanding figures—^the President of the United 
States, and the Prime Ministers of England, France and 
Italy—^who as the leaders of their respective Cabinets were 
finally responsible for the successful issue of peace. This 
gradual shrinkage in the size of the executive body of the 
Conference resulted inevitably in the final disappearance 
of direct Dominion representation as contemplated in the 
original Council of Twenty-five. It was still possible for a 
Dominion representative to appear as one of the two British 
representatives on the Council of Ten, and Sir Robert Borden 
actually attended on several occasions—a privilege n.ot 
shared by the representatives of any other small nation. , 
Direct Dominion representation on the Council of Five or 
of Four was, of course, out of the question ; but on five or 
six occasions Sir Robert Borden was deputed to state the 
British case on various issues before these two Councils.^ - 
Moreover as members of the"%ritish Empire Delegation the 
Dominion Ministers had access to all the papers and. 
memoranda necessary to enable them to keep in the dosest 
touch with the proceedings of the executive body of thC' ' 
Conference, and to watch and check those proceedings in the' 
interest of their respective Dominions.* 

When we consider the power and influence of the nations 

' * speech in Canadian House, Hansard, Vol. LIV, pp. ai-aa. 

■ Ibid. 
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which they represented, the part played by the Dominion 
Ministem at the Peace Conference was a notable CMie. We 
have the testimony of Mr. Bonar Law to the effect that when 
they were present in London “ . , . they took in every 
respect an equal part in all that concerned the conduct of 
*' the war; and in Paris in the last few months they have, 
** as members of the British Empire Delegation, taken a part 
as great as that of any member except perhaps the Prime 
“ Minister, in moulding the Treaty, of Peace. In order 
to understand just what this part was, we must realise that 
the Council of Ten and the later Council of Four formed, as 
it were, the apex of a pyramid. It was the immense work 
done on the lower slopes of the pyramid which alone made 
it possible for the small committee of the Great Powers to 
frame the treaty. The part played by the Dominion Ministers 
on these lower slopes was threefold: (a) They assisted in 
the formation by the Imperial War Cabinet of the 
policy of the British Empire, the execution of which was 
in the main entrusted to the British Primi? Minister. 
Meetings of the Imperial War Cabinet (or, what was 
practically its equivalent as regards personnel, the British 
Empire Delegation) w^re constantly taking place in Paris 
in order to ensure that all members of the Group should share 
in the framing of the group-policy, and that the Dominions 
and the United Kingdom should as far as possible maintain 
a united front at the Peace Conference, {b) Like the repre¬ 
sentatives of the other small nations, the Dominion Ministers 
were called into consultation by the Great Powers whenever 
matters which specially concerned the Dominions (e.g., the 
fate of the German Colonies) came up for consideration, 
(c) The Dominion Ministers took a large share in the work 
of the various Commissions appointed by the Plenary Confer¬ 
ence and of the Committees appointed by the Council of Ten. 
lire. functions of these bodies were to investigate special 


.: - ^ Speech at Empire Parliamentary Association, May e 6, 1919. In 
the Canadian Treaty debate it was claimed by Ministers that the 
Dominion representatives *' occupied perhaps a much mine important 
" position than the representatives at any of the smaller Nations or 
"powers that were there.'* (ffansatd, LIV., pp. 88, 132.) 
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problems and to prepare business for the Council of ^en 


its successors. - . * 

There were five main International Commissions appointed 
by the Plenary Conference, and on lour of them Dominion 
Ministers served. These were the International Commissions 
on The League of Nations^ on ‘ReparaHon, on Responsibility 
for Offences against the Laws of War, and on the IntemaHonil 
Control of Ports, Waterways and Railways. The Ministeis 
who served on these were, respectively. General Smuts, 
Mr. Hjghes, Mr. Massey, and Mr. Sifton. On the Com-' 
mittees appointed by the Council of Ten to investigate the 
problems of Greece, Poland, Czecho Slovakia, the Dominions 
were represented by Sir Robert Borden, General Botha and 
Sir Joseph Cook, respectivdy.^ 

It should be remembered that all these bodies were strictly 
limited in size, on the ground put forward by M. Clemenceau 
that the more the members the less the work done, and that, 
on each body the Great Powers were restricted to two repre¬ 
sentatives each, whilst the whole crowd of lesser Powers were 
only permitted to elect five States from amongst their number 
to represent them on each body. In these circumstances 
a Dominion Minister could not expect to appear on one of 
the Commissions or Committees, except as one of the two 
representatives allotted to the British Empire. 


Signing and Ratification by ike Dominions 

A fitting conclusion to the developments traced in th^se 
pages on the Peace Conference, was the signature of th^ 
Peace Treaty on the 28th'of June, 1919, by the Dominion 

•f 

1 Canadian Ministers and officials also served on a number of ofiiex^ 
bodies such as tho Supreme Economic Council {Hamard, p. 21). 
Dominion representatives were also called in wherever qtiestioiitt 
specially concerning them arosoj either in the bodies mentioned or iir 
bodies, such as the Labour Commission, upon which they had 
direct representation. '>-.j 
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<m bmlf of their r^pective'Dominions,* the* 
suWissioA of the Treaty to the Dominion Parliaments for 
' approval, and its ratification by the Crown for the Dominions 
on the advice and responsibility of the Dominion Governments. 
It is difiicult to overestimate the significance of these acts 
from the point of view of the Dominions. They constitute 
as General Smuts has said ** one of the most important 
landmarks in the history of the Empire."* Like the separate, 
representation of the Dominions in the Peace Conference, 
these acts were the subject of earnest consideration. Again 
the initiative came from the Dominion Prime Ministers 


under the leadership of Sir Robert Borden ; and again the 
twin principles which guided their action were equality 
of nationhood and the preservation of the unity of the 
Group. 

The proposals of the Dominions were set out in a 


Memorandum circulated by Sir Robert Borden to the Imperial 
War Cabinet on behalf of the Dominion Prime Ministers.* 


It was pointed out that the principle of " equality of nation- 
" hood/' adopted in the Constitutional Resolution of 1917, 
made essential the abandonment of the old practices whereby 
the United Kingdom signed and ratified treaties on behalf 
of the Dominions, and the substitution of a new procedure, 
whereby the Dominions should stand on precisely the same 
footing as the United Kingdom or any other nation, as regards 
the appointment of plenipotentiaries, and the signing and 
ratification of "all the treaties and conventions resulting 


* It is worth noting that the PavUamentary Paper [Cmd. 151, 1919], 
Issued by the British Government, and containing the Covenant of 
tilte League and a commentary thereon, in estimating the number of 
*' Bowers '* whidr signed the Covenant, makes no distinction between 
the signatures of the Dominions and those of other nations. It speaks 
of '* the thirty-two Allied and Associated Bowers, signatories of the 
' Treaty of Peace." (P. li). 

‘ * September 8th, in the Union House: “ For the first time in history 
^tish Dominions signed a great international instrument not 
" only along with the other Ministers of the King, but with the other 
Ministers of the Great Powers of the world." 

The Memorandum was made * public during tlie Canadian 
Debate, Hansard, Vol. LIV, pp. 157-8; also in Sessionai 
4 * /. . 
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'* from the Peace Conference/' . As bbth Sir Robert Borden 
and Genera] Smuts strongly emphasised in explaining the 
Treaty to their respective Parliaments, the British Govern¬ 
ment no longer possessed any consUtulional righi to take 
action for the Dominions in such matters, unless, indeed, 
at the request of a Dominion. 

The method adopted to secure equality of nationhood 
without breaking up the formal unity of the Group is specially 
noteworthy. It involved the enunciation, more clearly and 
precisely than had ever yet been attempted, of the principle 
of the equality of the Dominions with the United Kingdom 
in relation to the Crown. “ The Crown," the Memorandum 
stated, " is the supreme executive in the United Kingdom 
" and in all the Dominions, but it acts on the advice of 
"different ministries within different constitutional units." 
In accordance with this principle elaborate steps were taken 
to ensure that in appointing plenipotentiaries to negotiate 
and to sign the treaty on behalf of each Dominion, and 
in ratifying the treaty on behalf of the Dominion, the Crown 
should act on the advice and responsibility of the Dominion 
Government, and not, as in the past, on the advice and responsi¬ 
bility of the Government of the United Kingdom. The gfeat 
emphasis repeatedly laid upon this point by Sir Robert 
Borden and by all the other Ministers who spoke in the 
Canadian Treaty Debate, and by General Smuts in his two 
great speeches on the Treaty in the Union Assembly, shows 
the importance attached to it by the Dominion Governments. 
The course taken by the Canadian Government^ was to pass 
a special Order in Council (drafted by Sir Robert Borden) 
advising the King to issue Letters Patent to the Canadian 
Ministers named therein appointing them Plenipotentiaries 
in respect of the Dominion of Canada with Full Power and 
Authority to conclude " Treaties, Conventions or Agreements 
" in connection with the said Peace Conference, and to sign 
" for and ki the^namc of His Majesty the King, in respect of '. 
" the Dominion of Canada everything so agreed upon and- 

concluded ..." Immec^iately after. Sir Robert Borden 

^ A similar course was taken by the South African Government, 
and presumably by the other Dominions. 
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r-^ofe.as icdiows to Bfr. Ljoyif Grorge: Certified Copy 

' '^bf the Order in Council will be sent from Ottawa to His 
Bfajesty's Government at London. When it reaches the 
Foreign Office some appropriate step should be taken to 
link it up with the Full Powers issued by the King to the 
Canadian plenipotentiaries and with the papers connected 
therewith, in order that it may formally appear in the 
records that these Full Powers were issued on the responsi- 
** bility of the Canadian Government.*' 

That the British Government recognised the significance 
of this development, and accepted the claim made by the 
Dominions to equal status, is shown in the following quota¬ 
tion from an official statement issued by Lord MUner on 
behalf of the British Government: 

“The Peace Treaty recently made in Paris was signed 
on behalf of the British Empire by Ministers of the self- 
governing Dominions as well as by British Ministers. They 
were all equally plenipotentiaries of His Majesty the King, 
who was the * High Contracting Party' for the whole 
Empire. This procedure illustrates the new constitution 
of the Empire, which has been gradually growing up for 
many years past. The United Kingdom and the Dominions 
are partner nations; not yet indeed of equal power, but 
," for good and all of equal status. . . 

A similar procedure was adopted with regard to ratification. 
A strong protest was made by the Canadian Government 
against the proposal of the British Government, acting under 
pressure from Paris, to rush through the ratification of the 
- Treaty before the Dominion Cabinets and Parliaments had 
had time to consider the Treaty. In company with the other 
Dominion Governments the Canadian Cabinet refused to 
accept the suggestion made by Lord Milner that the signature 
of the Dominion Plenipotentiaries might be taken as equiva¬ 
lent to the tending of advice to ratify, and that the submission 
t.bf the Treaty to the Dominion Parliaments was hardly neces- 
The passing by the Canadian Parliament of a resolu¬ 
tion approving the Treaty was followed by the sending of a 
"“^most . urgent “ cable to the Colonial Secretary emlx^ying 
Quoted In Canadian Hansard, March ix, igzo. 
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an Order in Council advising the Cfovm to ratily the TreAty 
on behalf of Canada.* 

It is obvious that here we touch at the heart of the problem 
of Dominion control of Foreign Policy, and of the solution 
towards which the Dominion Governments are progressing.* 


VI. THE NEW BASIS OF UNITY 

The consummation of the developments traced in this 
chapter was the international recognition of their independent 
status, which was accorded to the Dominions by their admis¬ 
sion as full members in their own right to the League of 

1 All rAwftHiim docamentB ralatliig bom to the signing and to the 
mtification (inclnding the Orders In Covndl advising the Issuance of 
powers to Plenipotentiaries and the ratification of the Treaty by the 
Crown, the Letters Patent in which powers were issued, and the cones- 
pondence between Lord Milner and the Canadian Government) are 
reprinted in the Sessional Paper already referred to (No. 41 j). The 
Order in Council ran as fifilows: 

"WHEREAS at Versailles, on the twenty-eighth day of June, 
"nineteen hundred and nineteen, a Treaty of Peace (indudtaig a 

protocol annexed thereto between the AUi^ and Associated Powers 
" and Germany) was concluded and signed on behalf of His Blajesty, 

" for and in respect of the Dominion ci Canada, by plenipotentiariM * 
" duly authorised for that purpose by His Majesty on the advice end 
" recommendation of the Government of the Dominion of Canada. 

"AND WHEREAS the Senate and House of Commons of the 
*' Dominion of Canada have by resolution approved of the said Treaty 
"of Peace; 

" AND WHEREAS it is expedient mat the said Treaty of Fmce,. 
" be ratified by His Majesty for and in respect of me Domlnioii of 
"Canada: 

" Now, therefore, the Governor General in Coundl, on the reoom- 
" mendation of the Secretary of State for External Afiairs, is pleased 
" to order and dom hereby c^er that His Majesty the King be hufiibj^^'' 
" moved to apjnove, accept, codfirm and ratify me said Tfoaty 
" Peace, for and in respect of the Dominion of Canada." 

The procedure outUn^ in mis section has been carefully Icfilowed by 
me Canadian Government in the case of each of the later treaties- 
(see Canadian Hansard, LV, pp. 4S4-S. etc.). 

* See below. Ch. IX, Sec. 4, pp.,357 fl- 



Kadons. As full members the Dominions stand on predsely 
the same footing as other nations—having the same ri^ts and 
privileges as they possess in the League, and incurring the same 
obligations. By virtue of their admission to the League, the 
Dominions will remain permanently in the full current of 
international affairs into which they plunged in 19x4. In 
wars, in rumours of wars, in the foreign policy of every state 
they have henceforth the deepest and most direct concern. 

The relation of the British Commonwealth of Nations to 
the wider League is too important and intricate a subject 
to be dismissed in the last pages of a chapter, and will receive 
fuller treatment later. All that remains to be done here is to 
sum up briefly the constitutional developments traced in this 
chapter. Diese developments may be summed up by saying 
that a complete change has been wrought in the meaning of 
the term British Empire since 1914. In 1914 it signified 
a central government surrounded by a number of more or less 
dependent States; in 1919 it signified a new type of political 
association, namely, a group of autonomous States organised 
on a basis of complete constitutional equality under a common 
Crown. 

Imperial unity is far more real in 1920 than in 1840. In 
these eighty years its basis has been completely changed. 
In 1840 the emphasis was upon legal bonds; in 1920 these 
bonds have practically disappeared, and in their stead has 
been substituted a new basis—^freedom and constitutional 
equality. The attempt to safeguard the unity of the Empire 
by allowing the Dominions to remain dependencies of the 
Mother Country in the most vital of all fields of political 
action—that of foreign affairs in the sense of “ high politics 
-^as now been abandoned, and a new and deeper unity is 
being sought by the adoption of the method of free co-opera¬ 
tion. As a necessary corollary to freedom to co-operate, the 
Dominions have been given freedom to take separate action. 

^ This bold step, taken onl}^ after the most careful and 
deliberate consideration, is regarded by the statesmen who 
took it as an act of faitii greates in degree than, but similar 
jii kind to, all the great acts of faith which have built up the 
Britirii Commonwealth upon a foundation of granite. The 
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most memorable of these acts were the granting'of R^poi^bla 
Government to Canada^ the encouragement of natioi^obd in 
Canada and Australia, the granting of Responsible Gov^ 
ment to the newly conquered Transvaal, and finally the deci¬ 
sion to grant Responsible Government to India. The core of 
the faith upon which these actions were based is the belief 


that freedom is the cement of Imperial Unity. This was the 
greatest discovery made by British statesmanship in the 
Nineteenth Century; and of all the great political prindpl^ 
which England has discovered, the world may come to recog¬ 


nise this as the greatest. In conceding to the Dominions, 
at their own request, the right of separate action in foreign 
affairs in the League of Nations, England has done so in ther 
belief that the concession of this formal right of disunity is 


essential as a means of securing a finer and more complete 
unity. Having satisfied their desire for equality of national 
status by securing the right to speak with separate voices, 
the Dominions may be more than ever anxious that when the 
British Commonwealth of Nations meets the World of States 


in Council it should speak with, and even perhaps through, 
one voice. 


There are sure to be some who will ciy out that this means 
the end of “ Imperial Unity." But every great act of faith 
worthy of the name in the history of the Empire has brought 
prophets of doom tumbling out of their holes; and the future, 
may make as little of their fears in this case as it has in most 
other cases. 




CHAPTER VIII 


THE PRINCIPLES OF THE SETTLEMENT: 
FREEDOM AND CO-OPERATION—THE REJECTION 
OF IMPERIAL FEDERATION 

1 . THE SPECIAL CONSTITUTIONAL IMPERIAL CONFERENCE 

** '^^OU talk about an Imperial mission. It seems to me 
jf this British Empire has only one mission, and that 
is a mission for greater liberty and freedom and 
self-development. Yours is the only S3^tem that has ever 
worked in history where a large number of nations have been 
** living in unity. Talk about a League of Nations—^you 
" are the only league of nations that has ever existed ; and 
*' if the line that I am sketching here is correct you are going 
“ to be an even greater league of nations in the future ; and 
" if you arc true to your old traditions of self-government 
and freedom, and to this vision of your future and your 
“ mission, who knows that you may not exercise far greater 
and more beneficent influence on the history of mankind 
than you have ever done before ? ** {Speech by General 
Smuts, May 15M, 1917.) 

. “The only possibility of a continuance of the British 
, Empire is on a basis of absolute out-and-out equal partner- 
ship between the United. Kingdom and the Dominions. 
/•M say that without any kind of reservation whatsoever. 

It hs very easy to say that; *but undoubtedly the working 
*[ put of it in practice without bringing about the severance 
'^'of relations between us and the Dominions will,be one of 
' tile most complicated tasks which statesmanship has ever 
r had Jo face. I am not afraid of it, and yet I have to admit 
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“ that the difficulties are such that our best efforts may 
'* in failure. I hope not. At any rate, there is no other 
*' way out.” {Speech by Lord MUner^ Secretary of State for 
the Colonies, fuly X9X9*) 


These quotations—the first taken from a speech of the man 
who was chiefly responsible for the scotdiing of the Imperial 
Federation movement in England during the War, and the 
second from a speech of a lifelong advocate of Imperial 
Federavion—sum up aptly the new ideas as to the nature 
and purpose of the British Commonwealth of Nations, and 
indicate the kind of constitutional reconstruction which the 
special post-war Imperial Conference, provided for in the 
Constitutional Resolution of 1917. will be called upon to 
make. This Conference will meet probably in 1921. If 
we may judge from the opinions freely expressed in 1917 
and in the Dominion Treaty Debates in 1919-20. it is likely 
to be wider than a mere Conference of Cabinets, being 
attended not only by Ministers but also by the leaders 
of the opposition parties. 

As indicated in the 1917 Resolution the work of the Special 
Conference will be threefold, (a) It will reconsider the view 
expressed in that Resolution that the principles upon which 
the future government of the Empire should be based are: 
(i) the equal and autonomous nationhood of each self- 
governing State of the Group, and (2) co-operation by means 
of continuous consultation followed by '* such tieccssaiy 

concerted action, founded on consultation, as the several 
” governments may determine.” (6) Having accepted these 
prindples it will take the necessary measures to free the 
Dominions from the last remaining marks of the old 
dependency—^thus realising the ideal of complete equality 
of nationhood, (c) It will then plan and ccmstruct the"" 
machinery of government required by the British Group V 
for effective co-operation in common concerns. 

It has not yet been sufficiently realised that in all three 
directions the work of the (inference is already more than. 
three-quarters done. Having in 1917 stated the prihdpleSi^ 
indicated the methods, and postponed till after the war the • 





actual work of Imperial reconstniction« ithe Govenuneiits 
conoemed at once set to work, under the pressure of circum¬ 
stances and in characteristic Briti^ fashion, to hammer out 
and to apply the principles, to begin the removal of the marks 
of dependency, and to build up die more important parts of 
the necessary madiinery of co-operation. 

. In the last three j^ears the problems raised by the 1917 
Resolution have been discussed in all parts of the Empire. 
They have been the subject of numerous speeches by eminent 
statesmen, especially Sir Robert Borden and Gene^ Smuts. 
AVhat is even more important, they have been the subject 
of intimate and prolonged private discussions between 
British and Dominion statesmen during the many months 
of the last two years in which these statesmen have been 
thrown together in London and in Paris. It is fairly evident 
that out of the discussions of tlic Peace Conference period, 
a more definite conception, not merely of the basic principles, 
but also of the general organisation of the Brit^ Group 
in the future, has begun to emerge. This conception is that 
of‘the British Empire as a Group of States which constitu¬ 
tionally are absolutely free and equal, and which co-operate 
by means of continuous consultation followed by concerted 
group-action taken in the name of the common Crown. Out 
of this conception sprang the carefully thought-out procedure 
which was adopted with regard to the appointment of 
Dominion plenipotentiaries and the signing and ratiheation 
of the Peace Treaty by the Dominions. Out of this conception 
sprang also the successful struggle made by the Dominions 
for separate and full member^p of the League of Nations, 
and the International Labour Organisation. 

The purpose of this chapter is to indicate the principles 
upon which this conception is based. In the two following 
chapters an attempt will be made to work out in some detail 
the methods whereby its two main objects—equality of 
nationhood and group co-operation—^may be secured. 
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•II. THE PRINCIPLES OF THE SETTLEttENT AS TNTE]^RSt£li’\^ 

BY GENERAL SMUTS 

Like all the great developinents of the British constitution.. 
the post-war settlement will be no revolutionary diange 
but an organic development from the past. Important., 
and far-reaching though the decisions of riie Constitutional 
Conference are likely to be, they will be, from the point Of 
view of history, merely a rounding off and a consolidation of 
the gnat advances which the British Empire has made, 
during the three centuries from 1607 to 1920, in its explora¬ 
tions of the great field of international government. Tlie 
Conference will, in fact, add the finishing touches to the two 
developments traced in this book—^the development of 
Responsible Government in the Dominions, and the develop¬ 
ment, in tlic form of the Imperial Conference and its 
companion bodies, of organs of international government for 
the British Group of States. 

If the outstanding contributions to the constitutional 
developncnt of the British Commonwealth in the last three 
years have been made by Canadian statesmen, the best 
interpretation of its spirit and tradition, and of the principles 
upon whidi its future organisation is to be based, has without 
a doubt been that given by the present Prime Minister of 
South Africa, General Smuts. When he came to England 
early in 1917, as the South African representative on the 
Tmi>erial War Cabinet, General Smuts found a movement - 
afoot to popularise! the idea that the Empire should be 
organised as a federal super-state. At once he set himself 
to defeat this movement, not so much by the method of 
direct attack, as by expounding and popularising a rival 
conception—that of the Empire as an intimate society 61 / 
free and equal states. From 1917 to 1919, in a series, of,-: 
speeches and in his book on the League of Nations, he 
a lucid and a noble cxpressioiL to this ideal.' In his 

> War Time Speeches (1917). General Smuts has recently stated that. J 
bis speech in 19x7 on *' The British Commonwealth of NoHons ** haa 
** bera spread more than any otherMocument of the war {Cape Tipiesi' 
August 5, X919), and it WeiS this speech which gave the finest enweasida ' 
of bis ideal. ' ^ 
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tt am idaal which was applicable not mei^y to the 
sinaUer probtem'^of intematiimim government presented by 
the Briti^ Empre, but also to the general problem as 
presented in the League of Nations. 

iThe power of thought and the luminous idealism of his 
speedhes and book gave General Smuts a place amongst the 
great figures of the war period, second only to that of Presi- 
dmt Wilson. A less phlegmatic people than the English 
would have shown a livelier interest in the amazing career 
of this South African solcfier-statesman—once their enemy in 
the cause of freedom and later won to them whole-heartedly 


by a generous gift of freedom. No one is better fitted than 
he to interpret British ideas to the world; and no one' has 
shown more courage and insight than he in appealing to the 
moral sense of the English-speaking peoples, and in judging 
them worthy of being confronted with nothing less than the 
highest ideal of service to the world. 

Perhaps more than any living statesman General Smuts 
stands in the tradition of the great founders of the British 
Commonwealth, Chatham, Burke, Fox and Durham. He 


might well have spoken the famous phrases in which Burke 
summed up his creed of Empire: ** To speak the plain truth 

I have in general no very exalted opinion of the virtue of 
paper government. ... My hold of the Colonies is in the 
*'dose affection which grows from common names, from 
"kindred blood, similar privileges and equal protection. 
" These are the ties which, though light as air, are as strong 
" as links of iron." Like these statesmen General Smuts 


sees.the British Commonwealth, not as a fortuitous concourse 


of states built up mainly by force and by greed, but as a com¬ 
munity of nations which has grown and prospered because 
m the main despite many failings it has satisfied human 
hUeds. 

/ But it is in his vision of freedom that he comes nearest to 
%htj!ie great predecessors-^and to those other potent, though 
';not generally recognised, founders of the British Common- 
^ w^th, the leaders of the revolted American Colonies. " It 
too true," Burke once said, speaking of the state of 
m England at the time of the American revolt, " that 
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" the love, and even the very idea of ^uine liberty Is', 
“ extremely rare.'* More than most men General Smuts has' 
understood ** the very idea of genuine liberty.'* " In hiiy 
" day and country," he said in his great Guildhall speech on 
Freedom,^ " I have seen freedom go under, and I have seen 
"freedom rise again. And I have seen the same beaten 
" people rise again to fight for the same freedom, but no longer 
" for themsdves alone, but for the whole world." Not only 
South Africa, but all the Dominions came, he said, "... not 
" to help the Mother Country but to hdp the cause of Free- 
" dom. ..." To General Smuts the destruction of Prussian 
militarism—^"that military imperialism which has drifted 
" from the past like a monstrous iceberg into our modem 
" life "—was but the fighting out in the wider world-sphere 
of an issue settled long before in the British Empire, the issue 
between " the old leg^stic idea of political sovereignty based 

on force," and " the new social idea of constitutional free- 
" dom based on consent." As he foresaw even in 1917, the 
future world-government would be based upon this new social 
idea evolved in the British Empire, rather than upon imperial 
ideas adopted from the Roman Law. He had a dear vision- 
of the mission of the " British Commonwealth of Nations." 

" As the Roman ideas guided European dvilisation for almost 
" two thousand years, so the newer ideas embedded in the 
" British constitutional and Colonial system may, when carried ' 
" to their full development, guide the future civilisation for 
" ages to come."* 

But freedom was but one of these " newer ideas " evolved 
in the British Empire. As important as the idea of freedom, 
was the complementary idea of co-operation. General Smuts 
recognised that the British Empire had not merdy acted 
as a pioneer in evolving a new method of international govern¬ 
ment—^that of cabinet conference—but that it had also at 
the same time been building up a new conception of the . 
function of the State in inthmational affairs. As I have 
already jxiinted out the State according to this conceptiem 
is an institution which should have as its object the linki^ 


^ War-Time Speeches (1917)1 pp. 7 i- 79 > 
* Ibid,t pp. vi-vii. 
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Up rather than the sundering of peoples.^ Instead of merely 
taking an interest in high politics, or the pathology of inter¬ 
national relations, it should exercise a general supervision 
over the ordinary routine of international relations, and should 
assist in every possible way the political, social and economic 
ihtercourse of its own people with other parts of the human 
race. In accordwce with this conception. General Smuts, 
like most other Dominion and British statesmen, urged the 
Systematic development of inter-Impeiial co-operation, not 
merely in the matter of defence and high policy, but also as 
regards trade, communications and the everyday relationships 
of peoples. 

In the view of General Smuts the only feasible method 
of inter-Imperial co-operation was the method upon which the 
Empire had placed reliance in the past. The adoption of 
the method of conference and of concert between autonomous 
governments had enabled the British Empire to make “ the 
only successful experiment in international government 
that has ever been made.” * The adoption of Imperial 
Federation, or of the method of the super-state, would, in 
his view, threaten this experiment with disaster; The empires 
of the past had failed because they had been founded upon 
the idea of assimilation, of tr3dng to force human material 
” into one mould.” The British Commonwealth of 
Nations has succeeded because it does not stand for 
” standardisation or denationalisation, but for the fuller, 
richer, and more various life of aU the nations comprised 
in it.” ” Here we are,” he said, in his speech on the 
Constitutional Resolution of 1917, ” a group of nations spread 
” over the whole world, speaking different languages, bdong- 
”lng to different races, with entirely different economic 
” circumstances, and to attempt to run even the common 
concerns of that group of nations by means of a Central 
" Parliament and a Central Executive is, to my mind, abso¬ 
lutely to court disaster.” 

Anyone who has paid any attention to the subject will have 
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^ See above, Ch.*VI., §7. 

* Waf-Time Speet^kes, p. 13. 

* Ibidu p. 33. 




forced to the condusion that ofUcm' in ev^ 
the Empire is almost unanimously in support of die viewt, 
thus expressed by General Smuts. Almost every Domiqi<m'' 
statesman of any importance has expressed in his bwn wends. 
similar ideas—has emphasised the necessity of maintaining- 
in the fullest degree autonomy; has emphasised the necessity: 
of developing in every possible way Imperial co-operation ; 
has rejected emphatically any idea of centralised government;. 
in short, 1^ taken his stand upon the Resolution of igxy, 
and has insisted, in the words of Sir Robert Borden, that the 
future structure of the Empire should be erected on the sure 
*' and firm foundations of freedom and co-operation, autom;my 
" and unity.'' ^ Nor is there a shadow of a doubt that in 
speaking thus these statesmen have been expressing the 
feeling of the vast majority of the people of the Dominions. 


111. REJECTION OF IMPERIAL FEDERATION BY'THE FORCES 
OF NATIONALISM AND LABOUR 


Between 1911 and 1917, the cause of Imperial Federation, 
which in the previous decade had almost fallen out of sight, 
was revivified by the new faith and energy, and the bold 
re-thinking of the problem, due to the Round Table school 
of federalists. But as we have seen the only apparent result 
of the campaign for Imperial Federation, which in these ^ 
years was carried on with extraordinary ability and vigour 
in each self-governing state of the Group, was to stir up 
forces which at the Imperial War Conference of 1917 dealt 
the cause of Imperial Federation a far more decisive blow than, 
the early Colonial Conferences had dealt the s^ilar campai^^' 
waged by the Imperial Federation movement in the lattet)^ 
half of the Nineteenth Century. Since 1917, this defeat hfii, 
been loUowed by blow after blow at the idea of Impei^ 
Federation; so that at the present day this idea is further 
from realisation than at any time in its histoiy.' ' 

In order that the decisive.nature of this defeat, and 'the '^ 
reasons for it, may be understood, it is necessary to make- 
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eXfmiinatioli of opinion on this question in eadi part 
i^'the Group, in Canada, there has be^ no evidence of any 
. strong feeling in favour of Imperial Federation—except on 
thO part of small and unrepresentative groups of peofde in 
some of the capital cities—and all political parties without 
exception have either by resolution or through the speeches 
' of thdr leaders repudiated the idea of an Imperial super¬ 
state. On May i8th, 1917, in the Canadian House of 
' Commons, Sir Robert Borden (the Prime Minister) expressed 
the 'opinion that Imperial Federation was *' neither feasible 
nor wise.*’ The idea was again repudiated by the leaders 
of the Government during the Treaty Debate of September, 
,1919. Frequent attacks have been made by leaders of the 
Liberal party in the Canadian House of Commons upon what 
has been referred to as the ” Milner policy of centralisation ” ; 

' and a resolution condemning Imperial Federation was carried 
by the Liberal Party Convention in 1919. The new Farm^* 
Pqrty, which has made such phenomenal progress in ^e 
last year or two, passed a similar resolution in 1918. ’* We 

believe,” they said, ** that the further development of the 
” British Empire should be sought along the lines of partner- 
” ship between nations free and equal. . . . Any attempt to 
** set up an independent authority with power to bind the 
** D^inions, whether this authority be termed parliament, 
L” council, or cabinet, would hamper the growth of responsible 
‘/*and informed democracy in the Dominions.”* The Inde- 


X)endent Labour Party which is just beginning to raise its 
head in Canada adopts the same attitude. Opposition to 
.the idea of organic centralised union has also been freely 
expre^ed by practically the whole of the Canadian Press.* 
Similarly, in Australia, opinion in all parts of the country 
jmd amongst all s^tions of the people (again with the excep- 
rioQ of a few individuals. Round Table representatives and 
oth^, in the larger cities) stands even more solidly against 
Imperial Federation than it stood in 1890, when Sir Charles' 


the Farmers* Platform, as adopted by the Canadian Council 
Agricndture on November 29, 191& 

0]i iQtetesting summary of Canadian opinion on tfaia question, 
J.' W. Daloe (Editor of the Winnipeg Free Press), in Tke.New Bra 
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Dilke made his survey of As in Canada, tWleadu^ 

of all political parties have rejected the idea of Imperil 
Federation.* The strongest opposition of all has come from 
the Australian Labour Party, which in 1918 added a new plank 
to its platfonn: " Complete Australian self-government as 
** in the British community; no Imperial Federation/'* In 
1917, the Australian Workers* Union, by far the largest trade 
union in Australia, passed the following resolution : 

" That. In view of the possibility of Australia being dragged 
** into a scheme of Imperial Federation, whidi would abrogate 
"our rights and privileges under responsible government, 

" and seriously undermine that palladium of our liberties— 
" the Commonwealth Constitution—this Convention of the 
"Australian Workers' Union places on record its stoutest 
" opposition to this Dominion of the Empire being governed 
" by the plutocrats of England, which the proposed scheme 
** would involve."* 

The Australian newspapers generally, and especially 
the Labour papers, have almost unanimously expressed 
their opposition to the idea of Imperial Federation.* The 
same is true, though to a less extent, of New Zealand, and to 
an even greater extent of South Africa. In the latter 
Dominion General Smuts, who, as we have seen, played a 
leading part in defeating the campaign for Imperial Federa¬ 
tion in the early years of the War, has been outdone in his 
opposition to the idea by the Nationalists. 

^ PrMems of GfetUor Britain. See above, pp. 88-9* 

* " Here I should Ukh to state quite de^tely and precisely that I 
“ am irrevocably opposed to what is called Imperiid Fedeiatiim.'' 
Statement by Mr. W. M. Hughes In an interview before leaving England. 
{Manchester Guardian, Weekly Edition. November 7, 1919.) 

s Australian Worker, June ay, 1918. 

* Ibid., February 8, 1917. 

6 Round Table, September, 1916. Cf. June, 1917. It is importtht 
to notice that while the articles from the Dominions in the Koand 
Table have recorded a very large*number of expressions of opinJoa 
from all sections of the people in each of the Dominions against Imperial* ■ 
Federation, they have been able to record scarcely a single expresaipn ' 
of opinion in favour of this idea. *' 

For an interesting expression of Labour views see a aeries of letters J 
in the Australian Worker, February, 19x7. - ' 
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O(nmon in England is more difficult to estimate.- All 


that can be said is that most of the leaders of the two older 
political .parties have publicly expressed their assent—some 
without any great enthusiasm, a few with obvious reluctance 
—^to the ideas expounded by General Smuts and other 
Dominion^ Statesmen. A certain amount of opposition (in 
private rather than in public) has come from members of the 
Conservative Party in both Houses. The Labour Party 
has stated definitely and emphatically its belief in freedom 
*'and co-operation/* and its rejection of Imperial Federation. 
In expressing these views the Labour Party has arranged 
itself beside the Radical and Labour parties of Canada and 
Australia, and of the other Dominions, and its statement of 
policy is of sufficient importance as an expression of Labour 
opinion throughout the Empire to be worth quoting in full: 
** With regard to that great Commonwealth of all races, 
all colours, all religions and all degrees of civilisation, that 
“ we call the British Empire, the Labour Party stands for 
"its maintenance and its progressive development on the 
" lines of Local Autonomy and * Home Rule All Round ’; 
" the fullest respect for the rights of each people, whatsoever 
" its colour, to all the Democratic Self-Government of which 
** it is capable, and to the proceeds of its own toil upon the 
" resources of its own territorial home; and the closest 
"possible co-operation among all the various members of 
" what has become essentially not an Empire in the old sense, 
" but a Britannic Alliance. We desire to maintain the most 
intimate relations with the Labour Parties overseas. Like 
" them, we have no sympathy with the projects of * Imperial 
" * Federation' in so far as these imply the subjection to a 
common Imperial Legislature wielding coercive power 
** (including dangerous facilities for coercive Imperial 
"taxation and for enforced military service), either of 
"the existing Self-Governing Dominions, whose autonomy 
''';would be thereby invaded ;* or of the United Kingdom, 
." whose freedom of Democratic Self-development woidd be 
"thereby hampered; or of India and the Colonial Depen- 
' ***dencies, which would thereby i*un the risk of being further 
'"/exj^oit^ for the benefit of a * White Empire/ We do not 
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intend, by any such * Imperial S^te/to'bri^^^ 
plutocracy of Canada and South Africa to the aid of t^ 
British aristocracy, or to enable the landlords and finandt^^' 


** of the Mother Country to unite in controlling the growiii^ ^ 
" Popular Democracies overseas. The absolute autonomy! 
“ of each self-governing part of the Empire must be maju- 
'* tained intact. What we look for, besides a constant progress 
**in Democratic Self-Government of every part of the 
“ Britaioiic Alliance, and especially in India, is a contimiofus' 
participation of the Ministers of the Dominions, of India, 

** and eventually of other Dependencies (perhaps by means 
" of their own Ministers specially resident in London for this. 
" purpose) in the most confidential deliberations of the 
Cabinet, so far as Foreign Policy and Imperial Affairs' are' 
** concerned; and an annual assembly of an Imperial Council,. 
** representing all constituents of the Britannic Alliance and 
** all parties in their Local Legislatures, which should discus^ 

*' all matters of common interest, but only in order to make 


** recommendations for the simultaneous consideration of 


the various autonomous local legislatures of what should 


“ increasingly take the constitutional form of an Alliance ' 
** of Free Nations." ‘ 


Even this very summary anal3^is of opinion in the 
Dominions and the United Kingdom is sufficient to indicate ^ 
that there are two main converging forces which suppo^ ' 
strongly the ideal of free co-operation and oppose the id^.' 
of a f^eral super-state. These two forces may be called.' 
roughly Nationalism and Labour. Both agree in their oppo^' 
sition to an Imperial super-state just as both tend to ag|i:ee , 
in their dislike of the modem tendency towards the large''' 
State, whether multi-national or homogeneous; and 
reasons for their dislike are at bottom clo^y rdated. , .. 

In view of the disparity betwe;m the ^pulation ^ 
United Kingdom and of the Dominions (even if we 
together the populations of ail the Dominions including 
nfitive* population of South Africa they amount to less th|M,,V; 
half the population of the < United Kingdom) it is^obvicmaV'^ 
that there is some reason for the fear expressed in 


* Labour anitht Nrw Sofiai Orier (1918)' 



ti 


t€ 


tibttiimQns that in any Imperial Parliament that could be 
devised they Would be in a hopeless minority; so that in 
Tetum for a surrender of existing powers of self-government 
ttey would receive merely a nominal and illusory control 
over the foreign policy of the Empire. The words of an 
American Professor, who is recognis^ as one of the greatest 
authorities on the British Constitution, and who may be 
regarded as an impartial observer, are worth quoting: They 

** (the Dominions) would be free to express their views, and to 
*' persuade the English Ministers, if they were able; but when 
it came to a vote would always be overborne. The seifs 
governing colonies in such a case would be obliged to coii- 
tribu^ to Imperial expenses without any effective share 
in directing Imperial policy.”^ Beside these measured 
academic phrases maybe put the more violent and picturesque 
language of an Australian Labour newspaper: Imperial 
Federation." it asserts. " would destroy the posinbility of 
"'^Australia ever being a nation; it would make it a joint 
" in the tail of an Imperial monster, with no genuine control 
"overits own destiny but dragged in the rear of a bloated 
" Empire that had its extremities trailing across the Pacific 
" and its heart twelve thousand miles away."* 

With many advocates of Imperial Federation, objections 
such as these carry but little weight. Some of them still 
live in the da}^ before the Dominions became nations, and 
regard Imperial Federation as merely the restoration to the 
" Oversea British " of the " full rights of British citizenship " 
which the " Home British " have retained merely because 
they stopped at home. These rights arc those of being 
represented in. and taxed by. an Imperial Parliament, which 
win have retraced the unwise step of granting Responsible 
C^vemment, whereby it-*". . . cUvested itself of some of 
" the powers necessary for the proper performance of its 
^*;.ImpcriaI'duties."* , Such advocates of Imperial Federa¬ 
tion are devotees of a mathematical theory of democracy 
^hich tends to make a false simplification of the whole 

, ,Lowell: Cmemment of EnglaHd*Vo]. 11 , p. 436 (19x4 Ed.). 

^ Th$ Austra/ian Workor, April 75, 1918. 

.a.,* ‘Worafold ; Bmfnro on tko Anvtl (19x6). pp. 0 ff. 
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problem by ignoring the tremendous diversity of the 
and by leaving out of consideration sentimental and huxa'an.'* 
factors, such as national feeling, or the narrow range of ' 
human sympathy possessed by the average man. The case 
for Imperial Federation depends upon an enormous assump- - 
tion which federalists cheerfully make. Where the ordinary • 
man sees Australians and Canadians, Englishmen, Hindoos 
and Hottentots, rich and poor, educated and ignorant, many 
advocates of Imperial Federation see merely voters. Since, 
these voters are also human beings they are liable to have 
some differences of opinion, at times expressed with a certain ' 
regrettable violence of language; but they are assumed to 
possess the wide range of knowledge and the universal 
sympathy necessary for the foundation of a federal super¬ 
state, which is to cover a quarter of the human race, scattered 
in the five continents of the world, including an extraordinary 
medley of peoples of all colours and levels d civilisation, with 
an infinite diversity of creeds and customs. 

The unanimity with which the self-governing peoples of 
the Empire have opposed every project of Imperial Federa¬ 
tion so far brought forward, shows that they have nCt been 
slow to realise the quicksands upon which this argument is 
built. The peoples of Canada and Australia regard themsdves 
as nations, and they have consistently refused to be treated 
as merely groups of voters, numbering nine millions 
five millions respectively. In company with the other 
Dominions, they have opposed Imperial Federation, because 
they fear that it would result in the subjection of their small, 
national minorities to the will of a majority in the United 
Kingdom—^perhaps reinforced by small sections from esuth ' 
of the Dominions—who would be sufficiently out of touch 
and sympathy with these national minorities, and 
interests would tie sufficiently different from theirs to 01$^’ 
the tyranny of the majoritjr a serious posdbility. They:' 
recognise that even the most scrupulous observance of 
forms of democracy cannot preserve a minority, esjfccia]%,< 
if it is a'geographically distinct minority, from the tyrai^y^^ 
of the majority, if the latter is out of intimate toucii 
the former, and if the interests of the two differ to 



dae may take as ai^ example the relations between ' 
'England and Ireland in the last hundred years; and ther^’ 
are enough Irishmen in the Dominions to drive this'pc^t. 


Labour Objections to Imperial Fedefation 

The core of the Labour objection to Imperial Federation is 
summed up in a sentence contained in the passage already 
quot^ from the British Labour Party programme. - " We 
-* do not intend.” they said, " by any such ‘ Imperial Senate '• 
" cither to bring the plutocracy of Canada and South Afiica 
” to the aid of tlic British aristocracy, or to enable the land- 
” lords and the financiers of the Mother Country to unite in 
"controlling the growing Popular Democracies overseas.” 
Since this sentence sums up roughly the chief objection to 
Imperial Federation put forward by all the Labour Parties 
of the Empire, the grounds of the objection are worth a brief 
investigation. In reply to the argument naturally brought 
^ forward by federalists that the Democracies of the Empire 
would have at least as much chance, as the capitalists and 
landlords, of coming to each others' aid. Labour objects that,' 
the increase in the power of the governing and possessing 
classes throughout the Empire caused by its transformation 
from ” an Alliance of Free Nations ** into a federal super-state 
-.would, under existing conditions, far outweigh any increase 
. in the power of Labour. These conditions are : (i) the enor- 
- -moussize and cx^mplexity of such' a super-state, and the fact 
its constituent parts ivould be separated by immense 
/ o^an-distances: (2) the grossly uneven distribution of 
.wealdi, ^d the comparative ignorance of the masses of the, 
.people in all modem communities.^ 

^ The recent Wealth Censna in Australia has revealed the fact that 
;>«veo here, vdwre one would perhaps least expect it, there le an axtra- 
dr^fiary disproportionate ^visioiv of wealth. The census diowed 
87.37 cent, of the private wealth was in the hands of 17.3 per ' 
'ofoA* the people, the renudning 82.8 of the peo|de posnesring only 
qI the private wealth. 
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The didike of Labour to the laiige and com^dex state oi 
modem times (a dislike which finds a good ded of support, 
amongst modem writers on political science) springs from the 
idea that such states tend to endanger the growth of 


democracy. The feding is growing, that Muthout a network 
of strong voluntary associations, or groups, to perform func¬ 
tions which the state cannot safely be entrusted to perform, 
to safeguard the interests of the individual, and to stand 


between him and the overwhelming power of the state, any true 
democracy or liberty is impossible. Experience seems to show 
that the larger and more complex, and the loss homogeneous, 
the state is, the more difficult it becomes to organise such 


groups where they are most needed, that is, amongst the lower 
economic levels of society. Moreover it has for many years 
been recognised that the comparative ignorance and dis¬ 
organisation of the masses of the people in all large modern 
states, even where the outward forms of political democracy 


have been developed to their uttermost, offer unique oppor¬ 
tunities to those who have the means and the skill—^who 


possess money power and who control the press—^to manipu¬ 
late parliaments and electorates in the interests of a small 
class or section of the people. The larger the unit, the greater 
the power put into the hands of those to whom size of country 
and immensity of population is a positive advantage because 
of their superior power over the means of transport and com¬ 
munication. 

If the British Group of States were transformed into a super¬ 
state, Labour feds that these difficulties would without doubt 
be greatly intensified. Such an Imperial Federation would . 
necessitate dectionecring on a gigantic scale; it would require 
an organisation of political parties extending into all the 
continents of the world. The effective organisation of these . 
parties, and the successful conduct of elections by them would - 
necessitate the use on an enormous scale of the latest method 
of transport and communication. Now these methods ' 
are immensdy costly, so much so that they are almost com-' 
pletely out of the reach of •the poorest sections of the.' 
community. We speak glibly of modem sdence as having 
annihilated distance, but it would be much more accurate.. 





.to 'say that distance is annihilated only for those who cah' 
afEoid to use the costly modem methods of annihilation. 
Whilst the wealthy cla^s in each part of the Empire can 
move freely from one country to another, pan communicate 
with each other with the utmost ease by the use of the cable 
and of wireless telegraphy, and through the great newspapers 
which they own or control, the poorer classes, on the other 
hand, cannot afford to use extensively any of these means. 
For the working classes in the Dominions and in England, 
the sea is still practically the same ** unplumb'd, salt, cstrang- 
" ing sea,” which it was half a century ago. At most they 
can come into dim and uncertain contact with each other 
by means of the slow travelling letter, or through newspapers 
owned, controlled and written by those whose economic 
interests are felt to be antagonistic to theirs, and who fail to 
see eye to eye with them on many important political and social 
questions. There is no need for Labour to depend upon its 
own newspapers for the confirmation of this assertion ; it is 
fuUy admitted by all fair-minded ” capitalist ” newspapers. 
The news services of the Empire, the Manchester Guardian 
has recently stated, are ” inadequate in quantity ” and 
” partial in quality.” "Cables,” it admits, "are expensive, 

" very expensive, and that section of society which has 
” conunand of money, and that portion of the press which 
" can spend money most freely, tends at things arc to acquire. 
" peculiar prominence in the circulation and distribution of 
” news between the members of the Empire.”^ 

For these reasons it cannot be denied that there is a good ' 
deal of ground for the fear expressed by Labour parties, and 
such Labour papers as exist in various parts of &e Em];»re,> 
that Imperial Federation would tend to ^y into the hands of 
the possessing and governing classes in each part of the super¬ 
state. Because of their superior organisation, because of 
their control over the great organs of public opinions, sudi as 
the press and the newspapers, because of their control over 
transport and communications.iand because of their superior 


^ August 24. 1918. Cf. the plea made by the Dominions Royal 
.Commission {Final Report, 1917) for the nationalisation of the cable 
.Services. 





. power to take the fullest advantage of' the co^ly 
; methods of annihilating space and time—it is felt that thes^' 
. classes would gain an entirely disproportionate control over 
« the oigans of the super-state, and would be in a position 
to use these organs to strengthen and to develop thdr own 


interests throughout its area. 

The way in which many advocates speak of this project 
affords a good deal of justification for the distrust with which : 
it is regarded by Labour. As Labour views the matter, 
the advocates of Imperial Federation have not been usually 
distinguished, to say the least of it, for their zeal as social 
refonners, or for their S3nnpathy with the aims and aspirations 
.of Labour. Most of its advocates have been members of the 


Englidi governing class w'ho, in their prepress from public 
school to Oxford and finally to London, have not come in 
any large measure into contact with the masses of the people, 
and who have found little time to spare from their absorption 
in politics, mostly high " politics, to acquire a real know¬ 
ledge and understanding of economic and social questions, or 
of the attitude taken on these questions, as well as upon 


political questions, by organised Labour. To many such 
Imperialists, the working classes of the Empire are far away 
shadowy things which do not seem to matter much politically, 
because they do not figure much in The Times and the Morning, 
Post (except, of course, when they strike) and are not to be 
found on the membership lists or at the meetings of the Royal 
Colonial Institute, the British Empire League, the Overseas 
Qub and Patriotic League,'and other similar institutions. 

An excellent example of the way in which sudi persons 
tend often to regard the question of Imperial Federation may 
be seen in a recent book on this subject by Mr. Basil Worsfold^ 
a well known writer on Imperial questions. He is not in any 
way troubled by the objection that young and busy communis 
ties such as the Dominions may have a diffiqulty in finding ; 
" the requisite number of members able and willing to serve > 
** in the Central Parliament of the Empire, and capable d{ > 
“ bearingthe strainjof its long and frequent journeys.'* There ? 
will be at hand, he discovers, a good sup]fiy of suitable ri^re» < 
sentatives. ... " As it is, an appreciable number of Over- V' 
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4fe' te^d&it, for longer or. shorter periods, itt; 
-'-'^e-Metropolis of the Empire; while a much larger number 
make the practice of visiting England at intervals for the 
"purposes of business or pleasure. Australia, for example,- 
" is represented by the High Commissioner for the Common- 
" wealth, and six Agents General for the six states—aU 
.".officials appointed for a term of years. The principal 
" banks and industrial undertakings of the Dominions, Indian 
" Egypt, the Crown Colonies and Protectorates, have 
"offices and representatives in London. Judges from the 
"Dominions sit oii the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
" Council and members of the Indian and Canadian Bar 


" come to London to plead before it. The great Oversea 
" Journals have their London offices and representatives. 
" Among the Oversea British who come to London now for 
**such purposes there would be many who could combine 
" professional work, or business affairs, with legislative duties; 
"while some Oversea members of the more leisured class 
" would find it convenient to make England their principal 
" place of residence for a few years, because of the 
" opportunities it afforded for the education of their 
" children." ^ This ddightful picture of an Imperial Parlia¬ 
ment composed of the Empire's officials, financiers, industrial 
magnates, judges, lawyers, newspaper proprietors and idle' 
rich, maybe recommended to those who might perhaps other¬ 
wise be inclined to dismiss as wholly ungrounded the fear 
expressed by an Australian Labour paper that Imperial 
Federation might involve the presence in London of "a 
" toadying top-hatted delegation bartering away the birth- 
"" right of our children." * 


Super-stale Sovereignty and Human Freedotn. 

.! A consideration of the kind of super-state which many 
advocates of Imperial Federation conceive, and of the pur- 

I '. ^ The Empire on the Anvil (1916)* PP- 97 - 8 . 

* The Australian Worker, Jnne 26, 
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poses for which they desire its creation, reveals other realcin# 
for the opposition of Labour and of Nationalism to this pi^'. 
ject. A leading tendency in political theory before the 
** War/’ writes a member of the Round Table School, ” was 
to deny the identity of State and Community and to assert ' 
the comparable authority of other embodiments of the social 
will such as the Trade Union and the Church." ^ Against 
this tendency the writers of this school have set themselves 
sternly, and have sought to revive the drooping theory of; 
State sovereignty. In their eyes the dominant interest of 
man is the political, and loyalty to the State includes and ^ 
transcends all other loyalties, whether to Trade Union, or td 
Church or to Conscience. The uncompromising way in which 
this doctrine of State sovereignty is hdd may be seen from the 
following passage, which is merely one of many similar 
passages in the writings of members of the Round Table 
Group. A State, it is asserted, differs from all other forms of 
association in that" it puts no limit to the duty which it may 
" exact from each of its members. ... A Commonwealth 
no less than an autocracy is, in the last analysis, despotic 
"in its claims. It cannot undertake to ask men whether 
" they choose to enter or leave its service, to keep or lose their 
" wealth, their homes, their wives, or their children, to live 
" or to die." * As Mr. J. A. Hobson has remarked, this is, 
language akin to that used by Prussian theorists. " Such- 
dedication of the individual to the state," he says, " is not in 
the lineage of British freedom." * When it is remembered ^ 
that in practice " the will of the State " means often little - 
more than the will of the small body of people who comprise 
the Government, or their interpretation of the will of thO' 
dominant party or class to which they belong, or at best theit ■; 
interpretation of the will of the majority of the people, if ,is' 
not difficult to understand why Labour throughout the Emphic ;' 
and the smaller nations of the Empire oppose the creation 
of a super-state which would be^" in the last anal3rsis despotic 
" in its claims." V: 

I 

The Round Table, December, x$x8. < 

* The Commonwet^ of NaUom, by Lkmel Curtis {19^6), pp. 37^8'*,. ' 
” The Manchester Guardian, September 11,1916. 
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advocates, is mainly defence and high policy. In the most 
recent and authoritative exposition of Imperial Federation, 
defence and high policy are considered in almost coxnplete 
abstraction from the fabric of everyday international rela¬ 
tionships ; and it is proposed to establish a super-state whose. 
sole concern will be defence and foreign policy, and the finance 
necessary for the exercise of these functiems. What such an 
Imperial Federation means to its advocates may be judged 
from the following passage in a speech ddivered by Lord 
Milner before the Empire Parliamentary Association in July 
1916. . The British Empire, as. I see it, is potentially 

the most powerful State in the world. Its resources, 

" material and moral, if properly organised^ are enormously 
** greater than those of Germany. But neither in war nor in 
** diplomacy is it able to make its weight felt as it ought to 
''be. . . ** Againstthispassage,andtheideassetoutbyMr. 
Lionel Curtis in The Problem of the CoitmtmweaUht with which 
I«ord Milner's speech was mainly concerned, may be set the 
following passage from a review of this book by Mr. Ddisle 
Bums in the Hibbert Journal, in 1916. The book, Mr. Delisle 
^ms discovers, is concerned with nothing more than 
efficiency of administration; and he can find in it no answer 
to-the question put by the common man: " What effect will 
" the new plan have on man's life ? *' “ For effective govem- 
" ment is good," Mr. Bums comments, *' but not the only 
" good: and the price we have to pay for it maybe too high. 

" . . Although the author of the Problem may have con- 
" ceived other purposes for the change he desires, he names 
-'none but suc^ ideals as will attract administrators. In 
the complete absence of political humanism, the considera- 
'** tion of human needs and human suffering, one begins to 
feel that it would be better to be a man in Ecuador than 
an unconsidered trifle in subh a Sovereign State as the 
** Problem suggests. For why is this all to be done ? Not 
,** that labour should be free or poverty diminislied or justice 
i'^^made more" adequate or the liberty of each man to follow 
T h^ own vocation more safe, but that the poor instruments ^ 


' Tmsopposition isstrengthehed by reason of the fact that the 
purpose of Imperial Federation, as conceived by most of its 
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of an. absolute government may eomple^y aoqtkfe^\^^ 
the pursuit of the'most primitive ambitions' we ha^: 
‘Miiherited/’ - /- 

■■ t 

In view of this conception of Imperial Federation as set- 
out in the writings of federalists, it is not to be wondered that'.- 
a common objection brought against this project is that itf. 
would be incompatible with the existence of the League of' 
Nations; in fact. Imperial Federation has frequently been 
advocated as a substitute for the League. If, it is argued,' 
we could build up an Imperial super-Statc which—^perhapa^ 
in alliance wftb the United States—^would be powerful enoil^'r 
to impose peace upon the world, then the necessity for' a 
League of Nations would practically disappear. It is difficult^ 
to believe, however, that a super-state of this diaract^, 
created in this mood, would not perpetuate international* 
rivalry, and would not mark the beginning of a new and , 
more terrible era of competition in armaments. It would 
be more likely to alienate than to conciliate the United States. ' 
On the other hand, there is good reason to believe that the' 
maintenance by the British Commonwealth of its present 
form as a group of free '' allied ” states will afford a mudi 
greater chance of bringing about that closer co-operation, 
between the English spealdng races which every one desires. 
Mhereas Imperial Federation would tend to make a dean cut 
between Canada and the United States, under the existing;*, 
constitution of the Empire as a free group Canada will tend 
rather to act as a link between that group and the Uhite^/ 
States. And it is not too much to hope that along these lines' 
the British Group of States may tend to develop into an ^ 
inner grouping in the League of Nations composed of all theV 
English-speaking peoples.^ ^ 


TAe Problem of the Division of Powers in an 

Fetation >’ • 

Certain other reasons for the general opposition to ImjJeifat 
Federation must be mentioned. They are based uplon/aj 
^ See Ch. XI, and esi edaDy pp. 370-1. 





dillGUlties which arise out ci the nature 
and are therefore more readily appreciated 
' :in jj^e Dominions'than in the United Kingdom where there 
'1-%^’lbeen no intimate and first-hand experience of the working 
" of the federal S3^tem of government. The essence .of 
j^ralism lies in the division of the functions of government 
\between central mid local legislatures and governments, 
th^ division is at its best the cutting up of ar living and 
-growing organism into more or less a^ficial parts. A 
~ diviridn of a kind is, of course, present in a minor degree even 


^ a unicellular state like the United Kingdom, where govern¬ 
ment on its administrative side is divided up into parts, 
either according to the nature of the function or to the class of 


persons affected, the separate parts being assigned to separate 
Government Departments. Hence arises the disease known 
,as Departmentalism, that is. the failure to secure the constant 
modification in tlie functions assigned to each Department, 
smd the constant interplay between the Departments, which 
af^ required to adapt the madiineiy of government to the 
changes and the developments continually taking place in 
society. 

In a federation the danger of rigidity is greatly intensified. 
Not only docs a federation run the risk of getting more than 
a "double dose of Departmentalism, but it has to face also 
'the difficulties arising from a divisimi of the > functions of 
-;govemment between a central and a number of local govern¬ 
ments. The more rigidly defined the powers either of the 
central or of the local governments are, the greater is the 
Ukelihood that the social organism will be rent, or stunted in 
its'growth, through the failure of the governments to adjust 
themselves to its rapidly changing needs. For example, 
-in the United States, the most rigid of all federations, the 
-gMtest difficulty was experienced in adjusting the needs of 
•'I^Tl^eration to the new conditions caused by the War, 
^'T&dFederal Government found tte utmost difficulty in getting 
fraction of the control over trade and industry for 


>>w^ purposes which was found necessary in other European 
^ * The realisation of the danger of rigidity arising 

* Cf. Article in. Round Tohte, June, 1918. 

* ^ 'At . r 
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out of any attempt to make a hard and fast deOnttiop'dh 
powders, has led to the general tendency in the later fedesa*^ 
tions formed by the English-speaking peoples towards^' 
elasticity, a tendency whidi culminated in the constitution 
of the Union of South Africa in 1909. 

When the project of Imperial Federation is examined ftom 
this point of view, it is difficult to escape the conclusion that, 
in easting circumstances, this project must inevitably break 
down over the question of the division of powers and the 
difficulties arising therefrom. If we are to realise the hill 
sigiiificaiicc of this proposal to add to the dualism of existing 
federations a third great division of powers, we must examine 
it from the point of view of the individual. Wlien we speak' 
of the division of powers wc sometimes forget that for each, 
individual government is a unity. Each individual person 
is interested in such questions as land, education, tariffs, 
immigration, defence and foreign affairs. In a federation, 
these questions are divided up between the federal apd the 
provincial governments and between a dozen or so depart¬ 
ments in each. Inter-departmental disputes, and con^ts 
between federal and provincial governments, impinge upon 
and are fought out over the body of each individual person, 
and it is he who suffers in the end from the failure of the 
machinery of government to adapt itself to the changing, 
needs of society. How is this indi^dual likely to fare w^n^' 
as a result of the creation of an Imperial Federal super*' 
state, a new triple division of powers is made, and the^' 
powers arc distributed amongst new Imperial departments 
government, which attempt to govern him from Whitdiall. 
distant pcrhai^s many thousands of miles from him. Three 
quarters of a century ago a New Zealand pioneer made a 
famous answer to a question not altogether unlike this, ai^ 
the answer is perhaps worth recalling: " 1 would iathe;f,l^ 
governed by Nero on the spot than by a committee of 
archangels in Downing Stfeet." 

In order to answer this question, we must study briei^ ' 
the question of the divisioiq of powers in an Imperial Federsa- ^ 
tion. Anyone who realises the jealousy with which tl^e . 
Dominions regard any interference with their powers of 




^viienunent, will almost inevitably be driven to the conclusion 
that,' if by'diance they could be induced to surrender any of 
^ these powers to a federal super-state, they would insist upon 
the most rigid limitation cj the powers of the super-state, 
as a safeguard against the possible danger of further encroach¬ 
ment upon the powers retained by them. It must be remem¬ 
bered that not even the fact of kinship and of community 
of interests could induce the peoples of the six Australian 
- ' States ’ to forego a fairly rigid definition of the powers of 
the federation which they created in 1901. 

But it is ob\'ious that, if an Imperial Federal Government 
is to function successfully, it must be given power—or must 
be able to obtain power easily—^to move freely over a very 
wide field of government and to adapt itself rapidly to the 
continually changing needs of the peoples which it represents. 
It was the recognition of this fact wliich led Joseph 
Chamberlain and many other federalists to advocate Imperial 
Federation on a very broad basis, and to suggest that the 
Imperial Federal Government should be given wide powers, 
not only with regard to defence, foreign affairs and finance, 
but also with regard to such matters as trade and commerce, 
conununications, migration, and so forth. ^ Lord Milner, 
in his speech at the Empire Parliamentary Association in 
19x6, made a strong plea for the retention of the existing 
sovereignty of the Imperial Parlaiment, and for making 
the federal constitution as elastic as possible. Once,'* he 
said, “ the Imperial Parliament is made representative of all 
V the sdf-governing parts of the Empire, there is no object— 
" indeed, there would be great inconvenience—^in tying its 
." hands. It would be much better to leave it to deal 
" gradually with many important matters which might well 
be deliberately postponed, as weU as with others 
" which would almost certainly be overlooked in the 
“•first stage of constitutional reconstruction.”- From 
the point of view of a really workable scheme of Imperial 
.^^eration, these proposals were perfectly justified; but 
• to' fuiyone who has studied the feelings of the Dominions, or 

'r>i. Cf. the schemes proposed by Worsfold, op. dt., and Z. A. Lash, 
mtd Fordgn Affairs (Canada), *.9x7. 
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of Labour throughout the Empire, this is ‘merely ^^othc^^j 
of saying that, under existing circumstances, Impezia. 
Federation is not, and has never been, an3nvhere near'^tht 
realm of practical politics. 

The members of the Round Table School were wise enough 
to recognise that the only possible way to secure a hearing 
for any plan for Imperial Federation was to work out a scheme 
giving the Imperial Federal Parliament a bare minimum oi 
rigidly defined powers,* and providing that these pow^ 
could not be extended at the expense of the autonomy of 
the states forming the federation, except with the delibmfe 
consent of the peoples of those states. But in their search 
for a minimum scheme, the Round Table Group plunged 
themselves into a hopeless impasse. They proposed that the 
powers of the Imperial Feder^ Parliament should be limited 


to defence and foreign affairs, and the finance necessary for 
the execution of these functions. The danger of considering 
questions of high policy apart from the ordinary stuff of 
international relations out of which they arise, has already 
been pointed out. Treaties, and foreign relations generally, 
are to a large extent concerned with economic and commercial 
interests. It is futile to expect that, if in an Impenal 
Federation tne members of the Federation pursued divergent 
policies with regard to such questions as trade and immigra¬ 
tion, the Imperial Federal Parliament would be able, to 


reconcile the divergent issues of high policy arising there¬ 
from in a common foreign policy. The same argument 
applies with even greater force to defence. The whole 


‘ It is pointed out in an appendix to the of the Common'^ 

wealth, that the question whether the written Constitution of the' 
Imperial super-state remains clastic (i.e., alterable merely by an Aci;e| 
the Imperial Federal Parliament), or is made rigid (e.g., alteraUee^'. 
by a referendum which must be carried Iqr all. or a very large majoti^^' 
of the peoples concerned, and perhaps also, by the Parliament of 
state of the Group) lies entirely within the competence of fhb8a%li^' 
frame this Constitution. But there is not the least doubt that^the." 
Dominions would refuse to enter into the Federation unless 
autonomy were saf^arded by mahing the Constitution rigid* 
sovereignty of the Imperial Farliament would then disappear, 
transferred to the people of the Empire—as is in fact suggested 
Round Table (SeptembBr, 19x6, p. 700). '' 



of the War has shown-that defence is not a simjAe 
'.fmt a most comi^ex function, which depends for its effective 
exercise upon a most intimate relation being maintained with 
'other departments of national life. Defence is merely the 
head of a spear, of which the haft is munitions (drawn from all 
the great industries of a country) food supplies, railwajrs, 
shipping, and a dozen other vital functions. The proposals 
of the Round Table Group, if carried out, would have made a 
fatal, cleavage between the spear head and the haft. It is 
hard to escape the conclusion that the Imperial Federal 
(government whose powers were confined to defence and 
fordgn policy would be forced in a crisis to choose between two 
alternatives—either extreme weakness, and even paralysis, 
or a disregard of the constitutional limitation of its'^Kiwers 
and a wholesale encroachment upon the sdf-goveming powers 
of each state in the Group, and especially upon the autonomy 
of the United Kingdom. The Dommions have sufficient 
experience of federalism to know that in most federations 
there is a constant tendency for the central body to increase 
its powers at the expense of the local bodies; and they 


' would be quick to realise that a body limited as the Round 
Table have proposed would constantly be discovering that 
. its powers were insufficient for effective working and for the 
maintenance of its stability, and would exercise a constant 
pressure to increase these powers at the expense of the 
“autonomy of each nation of the Group. 

' ' The reply of the Round Table to this argument would be 
that the Imperial Federal Government could rely upon the 
- hearty co-operation of the national governments to supply 
any deficiency in its powers, and to bring the functions of 
defence and high policy into the same vital and intimate 
''Mationship with the other functions as exists at the present 
'^y; when the whole body of these functions is wholly or 
' inainly under the control of ^single governments. It is 
. :jcurious to find this trustful reliance, in respect of such vital 
:t|iatter3, upon the method of co-operation, when one remem- 
that the whole energies of flie Round Table have been 
'^l^i^lQi&tttrated upon demonstrating the failure of this~method 
ceg^d tb questions of foreign policy. But there is every 



sa4 Bkrriosa 

r ' 1 S' 

Ukdihood that when the Imperial Federal GovertthiWf; 
came to test the virtue of this spirit of co-operation, it-would'' 
find that the old freedom and spontaneity had largely 


evaporated, through the creation of the new supet-federal • 
government It has frequently been observed that the 


tendency of federalism is to substitute a spirit of legalism 
for the spirit of co-operation, close attention to the strict 


letter of the bond rather than to its spirit, an insistence upon 
rights rather than upon duties. The subtle influence of this' 
spirit of legalism may in fact be traced in the Problem of Ike' 
Commonwealth itself. Mr. Lionel Curtis, being anxious to 
induce the Dominions to delegate to an Imperial Federal 


Parliament unlimited control over certain vital functions of 


government, finds himself forced to emphasise, as a means 
of securing their acquiescence in this matter, " their exclusive 
" competence,” ” their absolute, unfettered, and complete'* 
authority as regards all the powers of government lying 
outside this narrow and fiddly defined list of delegated 
functions how the use of such phrases tends to obscure'' 
the real nature of the relationship has already been 
emphasised.^ The final argument against Imperial Federa¬ 
tion, under existing circumstances, is, therefore, that while 
federalism must in practice be strictly limited, co-operation 
may be unlimited. 


The Future of the Federal Idea 

For these and other reasons there is good ground - for 
believing that the negation of Imperial Federation in thq 
Constitutional Resolution of 1917 was fully justified, because 
.in the words of General Smuts ” the circumstances of the 
” Empire entirely preclude the Federal solution." So 
as one can see, in the present stage of human developm^t' 
there is much to be said for the argument used by G^eral'*, 
Smuts that the experiment qf federalism has already ” readted/ 

"*■ The Problem of the Commonwealth, Ch. IX. - ''' 

* Above Ch. VI, § 6. ’ 
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linuts/'^ and that there is a point at which in 
' ^^tice the combination of centralisation with local autonomy 
jjpust break down, that at this point we enter upon the field 
'w co-operation based upon units more'^or less autonomous 
and ci a workable size 

' For the present, therefore, the ideal of Imperial Federation 
has overwhelmmg forces arrayed against it, and is further 
.from practical pohtics than at any time in its history. The 
^victory lies with the ideal of an intimate group of free and 
autonomous peoples. Whether this ideal will stand the test 
df further cxpcnence is a matter for the future to decide 
Hie problem of international Government has been too 
little exploied to make it safe for us to dogmatise. All tliat 
we can say is that the iiolitical, economic, and social factors, 
upon which the present opposition to the ideal of Impenal 
Federation is based, are changing Here we may well 
Icecall Buike's " great notion of poUtical method."^ '* Cir- 
** cumstances,” he said, " give, in reahty, to every political 
principle its distmgiushmg colour and discnminatmg effect. 
" The circumstances are what render every civil and pohtical 
" scheme beneficial or obnoxious to mankind." The circum¬ 
stances of the Empire arc changing. We are gropmg slowly 
towards pohtical and economic democracy—towards a new 
State, towards a new economic and social system, and above 
all towards a new human nature with a far ^vidcr range of 
human sympathy. When the foundations of this new 
society are more firmly laid, and when the populations of the 
Dominions more nearly balance that of the Umted Kingdom, 
peoples of the Bntish Commonwealth are likely to discover 
that, in order to achieve their common purposes more cffcc- 
dvely, they require to cstabhsh a supemational authonty. 
Dieh the dream of Impenal Federation may become 
I 'practical reahty ; but it is safe to predict that the Imperial 
deration whidh may then be adopted will have to be a 
SCO^r and a much more adaptable form of government 
any yet suggested by federalists. 

> Procudtngs Impenal War Conference (X9X7), p. 47. 

* Morley's BwrAtf, Ch. VIIT. 
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THE PROBLEM OF DOMINION STATUS—THE RECON- 
CTL'^ATION OF ABSOLUTE EQUALITY OF NATION¬ 
HOOD WITH THE FORMAL UNITY OF THE 
EMPIRE 


I ABSOLUTE EQUALITY OF SlATUb AND IMPERIAL UNITY— 

IIIL DILEMMA 

T he general acceptance of the pnnciplcs of the settle¬ 
ment does nut mean that tlicre arc not clifficalties 
to be faced in working them out m practice An 
ordinary group of independent states would have only one 
set of problems to solve, namely, the development of organs 
of co-opcration But the Bntish Empire has a problem 
which is all its own, and is extremely mtneate and difficult. 
This IS the problem of securing absolute equality of status 
between the Dominions and the United Kingdom, without 
at the same time seveiing ancient and much valued tics," 
which were once symbols of the unity of the Empire as a 
single state, and are now symbols of its unity as a group of 
states 

The gradual and unceasing development of the Dominions, 
smcc the grant of Responsible Government, towards equality 
of status with the Umted Kingdom, has been recorded in the,' 
preceding chapters of this book The events of the war^ 
accelerated this process In the war the {leoples df 
greater Dominions became at length fully conscious of their'! 
nationhood. Their desire for complete equality with f^e 
Mother Country found expression in tlie speeches of 
national leaders, and m the constitutional dcvelopniants 



"I'fibDtBKI OK DOMINION STATIC nr 

W,^ penod. How rapidly thib dcsiir for equality has 
>^roWi], and how insistent it lia^ iM'ioinr, may be traced in 
the speedies of Dominion &tiLt('')nvn in tin' KiNt lliiet* ytnis 
Neither in tlie Constitutional Resnliitioii of 1917, noi in 
debate on this resolution, was abstAutc equality of status 
demanded Sii Robert Boidtn s[Nike iff a dr\i lopineiit in 
the future along the " lines ol an incri*d''ingly i qu.il '•t aiiis .. ”, 
and General Smuts said that ((piallt^ would ha\<‘ to be 
recognised " to a very Uige exli iil But in iqiq this 
hesitation had gone Dbinimon staUsmen ^‘izul eveiy 
opportunity to emphasise tin iietissiiy llt'ogm^lng the 
** absolute equality" of the Doinniums with the Mdlher 
Country Moreover they ‘•luig'^led pi‘['*i‘-teiitly and success¬ 
fully to secure the internallunal iccognition of this principle, 
on every possibL’ occasion duiing the making cf peace and the 
re-settlcmcnt of tlie world's aflaiis from 1918 onwards 
' The Treaty Debates in the Dominion Parliaments, particu¬ 
larly those of September, igig, have given the latest and most 
stnkmg indication of the importance attached by the 
Donunions to the ircogiution of the principle of equality of 
nationhood In the Canadian debates every Minister who 
spoke repeatedly emphasised the piinciplc, and the fact of 
its international recognition In Sopth Afnca General 
Smuts emphasised the same point, even more strongly, on 
numerous occasions during the Treaty Debate, and in speeches 
dehveicd outside the House " . . We have received,” 
he' said, ” a pusiti(»n of absolute equality and freedom, not 
only among the other States of tlie Empire, but among 
" the other nations of the woild "> Like the Canadian 
Ministers he went on to emphasise tlial this absolute equality 
included absolute equality as regards foreign relations as well 
as, regards domestic concerns. In future, he said, the 
Dominions ” would in regaid to foreign affairs deal through 
*' their own representatives ”■ 


,1 Proceedings, pp. 41 and 47. 

* Speech in Union House, September loth. 

* The question of status did not receive much attention in the 
Australian or New 2 U:alaud Debates. Mr Hughes referred to the 
Stiuggle made by the Dominions Fremiera for separate representation 
In'the Peace Conference, and emphasibed that " by this recogmtion» 




emphatic iisbcrtions of “ absolute equality " would appear to 
imply nothing loss than Declarations of Independence by the 
Donunions. and the formal disruption of the Empire But 
the debates give clear evidence that nothing is further from 
the minds of these statesmen, and, with the partial exception 
of South Africa, of the vast majonty of their fellow members 
of Parliament, than the formal disruption of the Empire. 
Beside these (‘mphaiic declarations of independence, must 
be set equally emphatic, but seemingly incompatible, declara-'' 
tions of Imperial unity The general sentiment was aptly* 
expressed by a leading Canadian Minister ** The people 
" of this country are determined, on the one hand, to maintain 
“ their connection with the Motherland ; they are deter- 
" mined, on the other hand, to exercise the powers of a nation 
“within the Empire According to General Smuts the 
Dominion statesmen in Fans kept two things steadily before 
their eyes They were anxious to secure “ international 
“ recognition of their status among the nations of the world ; 
“ but we were equally anxious to see that nothing was done 
“ which would loosen the ties which bmd together the BnUsh 
“Empire."* Nowhere were the apparently incompatible 
declarations of independence and of Imperial umty made 
more strikingly than in the South Afiican House of Assembly. * 
In the same debate General Smuts asserted the “ absc^utci 
“ equahty “ of South Afnca among the nations of the worldi- 
and in answer to the question put by General Hertnog.^: 
" Has South Africa the nght to secede from the Empire ? (* < 
tie said, “ My reply is absolutely and decisively, ‘ No.' 

What is the way out of the dilemma thus indicated ? 


Australia becamo a nation, and entered into the family of n atiww 
' on a footing of equahty " Hansard (Aus.), September loth, p« 

Ur Massey pomted out that tiie Dominions had " ceased to be diqpi#*; 
" denaea of the Empire " and had become “ partners." 

(N Z ), September 2, 1919. 

1 Mr. Rowell' Hansard (Canada) LIV, p, 129.. Cf. Mr. DohMtyv'* 
p. 202 Cf also debate on Truty with Bulgaria, iduf., Mardi 
and 16,1920 ' < 

* Hansard (South Africa), September 9th. 

* J6id..-Seiitenibcr 12th. 



vHov^ Is if'posbible to reconcile with the formal unity of the'* 
Empire the absolute equahty of the Dommions with the 
Uhited Kingdom and the other states of the world ? We 
.ate here at the crux of the most difficult problem which 
now faces the statesmen of the Dominions and of the United 
Kingdom 


n. DISTINCTION BETWEEN LEGAL POWER AND CONSTITU- 
nONAL RIGHT—A GENERAL DF.CLAKAIION OK tONSflTU- 
TIONAL RIGHT 

' . The solution of this problem diN‘s not depend, as has 
sometimes been imagined, upon the discovery by a genius, 
jn a flash of msight, of some unsuspected coii<»titutional 
novelty. The solution must bo sought in the complete and 
Ic^lical application, as the unifying idea of the settlement, 
of the pnnciplc upon which the dovt lopincnt of the British 
Commonwealth of Nations has been bast'd •^iiicc the grant of 
-Responsible Government. By means of this principle the 
independence of the Dominions and the foiTnal unity of the 
Empire have already, for mure than half a century, been 
successfully reconciled, 

The formal unity of the Empire deiM'iids on the legal 
, authority possessed by the Impcnal Crown and by the Im- 
. penal Parhament in every portion of the Empire The 
development of the Dominions'towaids indeptTidenco has in 
powise destroyed this legal authority , nor will it be destroyed 
by a general declaration on the part of the Dominions of their 
independence of the Mothei Country. The 
^gcadual transformation of the British Empuc from a single 
.jitate into a group of equal and autonomous states has been 
brought about by the restnction, point by ])oint by means 
'^successive declarations of constitutional nght, of the legal 
power of the United Kingdom over the Dominions The 
.most important of these declarations have been ’ (i) the 
dbtlfifation made by the Canadian Government m 1859 of 
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their constitutional right to control then own tani¥s; {z) the* 
declarations made by the Australian Colonies, towards the end 
of the* century, of their constitutional right to contiol immigra¬ 
tion , ' (3) the declarations made by the Dominions in 1919— 
but still requiring authoritative confirmation—of their con¬ 
stitutional right to control their foreign relations These 
declarations, impli'inented where necessary by Impcnal legisla¬ 
tion, have practically secured the constitutional equality of 
the Dominions with the United Kingdom , but they have left 
the legal authority of the Crown and the ImpcTidl Pailiament 
intarl It sei'ins obvious, therefoie, that by developing to its 
logicalf ondusion theaucieiit and w'cll known distinction oi the 
Ihitish Cl institution between legal pciw’cr and constitutional 
right, it will be pce.sible, without destroying the hgal unity 
of the limpiie, to secure to the Dominions the absolute 
equably of nationhood wliith they desire 

Wliat IS required is that the Imperial Conference should 
supplement and round off those parlicular drcl.irations of 
constitutional right by drawing up, in the foim of a resolution 
or of a senes of resoln lions, a general dedaraiion of lunshtu- 
/wwrtf rig///covering the w’hole field of government— executive. 
If gislative and judicial Such is the tlexibilily of the Hntish- 
constitulion that the gieat changes which this declaration 
would in\olve in iiitcT-Impeiial relations could be made for the 
most part without resoit to Imperial legislation—simi»Iy by 
the creation of new "conventions fif thi* tonstitiitiow ” or 
by giving aiithoiitativr expression to conventions already' 
existing in an immtiture form I 3 y this means the 
Dominions, in the eyis of flu* whole w’orld, would be 
placed upion a footing of complete constitutional equality 
with the United Kingdom or any other independent 
state Complete legal equality could only be obtained by 
adding to this a declaration of Ic'gal independence—that 
IS, by tile formal disruption of the limpire 

We have a right to demand of any gicat constitutional 
development that it should be in accoi dance with the peculiar 
gt unis of the British Constitution The great virtue of that 

' F g , by N S W in 1888, cf PaTkes Fifty Yearj zh the Afaking 
of Aushahan Uistftfv, \ol II 
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Constitution has been its elasticity and its power of adaptation 
to new conditions The Britibli Constitution has responded 
with equal versatility to the coll to convert, without a violent 
constitutional revolution, an absolute monarchy into a 
crowned republic ; to develop the money voting function and 
the petition making privilege of the Parliament of Edward I 
into the complete legislative sovereignty of the British 
Parliament as we know it to-day, to develop an irre¬ 
sponsible executive into a Cabinet responsible to Parliament; 
and finally, and perhaps most important of all, to create, 
from within tin* bosom of a single state, a whole system 
of states 

Tlie instruments whith have marie possible the latest and 
most staitluig of those a(.hn'vcinents have been the legal 
sovereignty of the Biitish Pailiamcnt, and the legal unity of 
the executive of the Empire as represented by the Crown. 
Without a doubt it is a thoioiighly sound instinct winch makes 
the self-governing peoples of the Empire oppose any suggestion 
that these great instriiments» have now done their work, and 
should be destroyed By means of successive declarations 
of constitutional right these instruments have already been 
almost completely fenced in by means of a general 
declaration of constitutional right this fencing in may be 
made so complete, that the danger of these instruments being 
used to encroach upon the liberty of the Dominions will be 
no greater than the danger of the picsenl legal authonty 
of the Crown being used to overthrow the British Constitution. 
Just as the royal veto in England has been limited out of 
existence by the growth of a constitutional convention, 
more effectively than it could have been by means of a statute, 
SO the constitutional conventions established by means of 
this general declaration would Imiit out of existence the royal 
veto on Dominion legislation, and tlic sovereignty of the 
British Parliament in respect of the Dominions Yet it 
would at the same time pre*serve these legal relics for the 
sake of their value as symbols of unity Though locked up, 
as it were, in a strong room, the sovereignty of the Briti^ 
Parliament may be kept as a sort of gold reserve—a con* 
vement and adaptable instiumcnt w'liich on ^ome unfjireseen 
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occasion in the future a Dominion might be glad to 
for some purpose, or which the peoples of the Bntish Comi&oil^ 
wealth might find a useful means of putting into operation 
decisions arrived at in common as to their future relationsht|>^ 
to each other, or to the world at large. 

It may be claimed, therefore, that by virtue of its retention 
of the legal sovereignty of Parliament and of the legal unity 
of the Crown throughout the Empire, whilst finally emptying 
them of the last vestige of Bntish supremacy, the method 
of secunng equality of nationhood in the Empire by a general' 
declaration of constitutional nght is in complete accord with 
the spirit and tradition of the British Constitution After 
all there is much to be said for the Bntish habit of preserving 
constitutional relics, provided of course that they are not 
senous baniers to progress. Such relics are often valuable 
indications of the direction and extent of constitutional 
development And in this case not only do they call to mind 
the common ongm and inhcntance of Bntish peoples, but 
they serv’c also as invaluable symbols of the steadfast will 
of these peoples to continue in the future as in the past to 
work together as an intimate group 


III ASSERTIONS OF CONSTITUTIONAL EQUALITY AND 
INDFPENDENCE HY THE DOMINIONS IN I918-I9. “ 

A close examination of the events of the last three years, 
and of the interpretation of these events by Dominion MinisterSi 
reveals the fact that a general declaration of constitutional 
right is the almost inevitable goal at which the British Cmn- 
monwealth is already on the pomt of arriving This 
is very clearly revealed in the Canadian and South Afticaii 
Treaty debates The claim made by the Canadian Govern* 
ment that Canada had at length achieved a status of comply 
equality with the United Kmgdom, not merely as reganu 
domestic roncenis, but also as regards foreign affairs, met 
with strong criticism from many of the oppositicm 



/.Tlm’^eadir’of the Opposltiofn« and two former Bfinisters ol 
- Lantier regime, failed to recognise the important con- 
^siitational changes which had taken place in the position o' 
* Canada Taking their stand firmly upon the strict letter o 
the Act of 1867 (the Canadian Constitution), and ignonn^ 

, the fact that in the last half century this has been modified anc 
^expanded in numy vital respects by the growth of constitu¬ 
tional conventions, they announced tliat Caiuula and the 
other Dominions were not nations, but “ dopfiidonncs ot tin 
*■'* British Crown and subject to British Aiitlioiity 
' In reply to this criticism, which was repeated by ncaily 
eveiy Opposition speaker, the Canadian Ministers were forced 
to state the distinction between " legal authonty and con- 

stitutional nght," with unusual clearness, and to claim it 
as the guiding pnnciple of their actions in cnmiection with 
the Peace Treaty ■ 

> In answer to the argument of the leader of the Opposition 
that Canada was not a nation, because of the legal sovereignty 
and the legal power of veto still possessed by the United 
Kingdom, and that the debating of the Treaty by Canada 
was a mere farce, because the United Kingdom possessed 
the legal power to ratify the Treaty for the Empire irrespective 
of the wishes of the Dominions, Mr Rowell, the President 
of the Council, said " My hon fnend fails to distinguish 
** between legal authority and constitutional right His 

Majesty the King has a legal authonty to ratify this 
"Treaty irrespective of any of his advisers, but he has no 
" constitution^ nght to do so. The Impenal Pailiament 
" has the legal authority to repeal the Bntish North Ameiica 
"Act to-morrow, to consenpt our men for their armies, to 

p 

r ^,Mr. Fielding: Hansard (Canada), Vol LIV, p. 194, cf Mr 
'Mackensie King (Leader of the Opposition), pp, 81-83; and Mr 
XjH^eax, pp. 163-66. 

* Hie germ of the whole policy of the Canadian Government in Ihis 
matter is to be found m the speech oi Sir Robert Borden at the Imperial 
^War Conference of 1917 (Proceedings, p 59), where he emphasised the 
^iltfHimtion between " legal power and constitutional nght," and stated 

ptbimple that " the Crown in its relation to any Dominion acta 
the advice of the duly constituted Government or Cabinet of 
V thsi Ttemmion ** 
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"levy taxes upon the j^oplc, but Gre^t Bntain had, nQ 
" constitutional right to do so, find it is because the Bnt^ 
" constitution has been a growth and development, because' 
*' it can be so changed and is changed to meet the growing 
" need of a growing nation and Empire, that it has proved 
" such a magnificent instrument of Government The 
" stre-ngth of the British Empire to-day rests upon the con- 
" stitutional lights which have been granted to different 
" portions of the Empire, and the Bntisli Goveniment would 
" no more think of interfering with our conslitiilional nghts 
" and fieedoni than they would think of lecommending that 
" ills Majesty sliould sign Jus own death warrant, although 
*' tluv might claim they luid a legal right to recommend 
" him to do so In answei to tontiiiiied Opposition criti¬ 
cisms, Mr Dohert3" Mimslei of Justice, still fiirthir developed 
this distinction between h‘gal aiithoiitv and constitutional 
right In the name ot the Govei mm nt he asserted Canada's 
" absolute light constitutionally to govern herself m 
'* accordance with the laws made by the Parliament of 
" Canada 

Much the same thing happened in the Assembly of the 
Union of South Afnca In his speech introducing the Peace 
Treaty General Smuts asserted that liy vntiic of the events 
wliieh h.id taken jdace in Pans, South Africa had achieved 
a new h tat us of absolute equality with all nations. Hts 
btattment was at once challenged by General Hertzog ancl hjs 
followers, w'hosc rontimtion was that "nothing had happened 
" tu change the rtlalions of the different Dominions to the. 
" United Kingdom, and that all these fine sounding phrases 
"vere meaningless'’® Confionled, like the Canadian 
Ministers, with the argument that the letter of the law was 

^ Hansard (Canada), LIV, pp z27-<8 

® Ihxd , pp 204-3 Mr Doherty pointed out that on several occasiOiiM 
in recent years the Dntish Parliament had refrained from exercising 
their legal power to legislate in' matters aftecting Canada (such as 
naturalisation and copyright) in view of the assertion by the CanadnSA 
Government of their exclusive constitutional right to legislate on alt 
Canadian questions, 

> Speech of Mr Roos Cf Speeches of General Hertzog and Dr/ 
Malan [Cape Txmes, September 10, 1919 ) , 
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all mattered, General Smuts was foia'd, like them, to 
)ustily his position by developing the distinction between 
legal power and constitulioiidl right " Constitiilionally,'’ 
he said, " the Union Parliament was the legislative power for 
" the Union, and the doctnne that the Biitish Parliament was 
" the sovereign legislative power for the Empire no longer 
“ held good. The Biitish Parliament could not, without the 
" consent of the Union Parliament, jiass any law binding 
" South Afnra, without a revolution . " 

" Mr Roos Would it be legal ^ 

“ Genertd Smitfs * It is not n rjiiestion of law It would be 

unconstitnlional 

. Tins eviflcnee shows cleaiK' lliat definite derLirations of 
legislative equality and indt p»'ndeiif e have already been 
made by the Canadian and South Afntaii Governments, 
and by implication accepted by the I\nliaments to which 
they aic lesponsible But theTieaty debates reveal an even 
more important fact than this They u veal that the 
Dominions have now broken down the last icmaming 
citadel of Biitisli supremacy, nami'ly. Ini monopoly of 
the decision of questions of high policy, of Iho treaty making 
power, of the issues of peace and w'ar On eveiy possible 
occasion smcc roi^i the Dominions have insisted upon the 
observance of the piimiplo oi equality of nationhood in 
matters of foreign policy. They shared in deteimining the 
general fou'ign policy of the Group from 1917 onwards 
They seciiu’d equality ol st.itus as ngards representation in 
the Peace Conhieiice, as regards the great executive acts 
'ansing from the Peace Conference (namely, the appointment 
of plempotcntianes, and the signing and latification ol the 
treaty), and also as regards the great oigans of international 
government—the League of Nations and the International 
Labour Organisation—which it created * Thebc successive 
' declaiations of constitutional equality in lespect of par¬ 
ticular questions of foreign policy, h'd naturally tc* the general 
declarations of constitutional equality nn.l independence 
in foreign aff.airs made by the South AfrK.in and Canadian 

» Ihtd 

- See aliu\e Ch. V’ll pp 180 ff 
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Minbters during the Treaty debates in their respectf'Vi! 
Parliaments *' As the result of the Conference in Paris,' 

said General Smuts, " the Donunions m future would ii 
regard to foreign affairs, deal through their own representa- 
" tives The Dominions of the Empire would in future 
“ therefore, stand on a basis of absolute equality 
As later pronouncements and developments have shown, 
it is clear that “ absolute equahty " in foreign affairs waj 
meant by General Smuts and the Canadian Ministers tc 
include, not merely direct participation by Dominion Minister 
m international Conferences, and equality as regards the 
treaty-making power, but also the right of the Dominion! 
to organise their own Foreign Ofhees and diplomatic serviceSj 
if they should so desire. 

The present position with regard to a general declaration 
of constitutional right may therefore be summed up as 
follows * Such a general declaration would include declarar 
tions of legtskUive, execi*live, and judicial equality and inde¬ 
pendence As regards legislative and executive functions, 
declarations of constitutional nght have already for practical 
purposes been made—^m particular instances by Australia 
and New 2 ^aland, more generally by Canada and South 
Africa As regards judicial equality a similar declaraticm 
was made, either implicitly or explicitly, by most of the 
Dominions at the Impcnal War Conference of 1918.* 

The time is therefore npe for a formal, general, aW 
auihoritaHve declaration of constitutional right by the one 


^ Cape Times, September 10th to iith Fur the Canadian declara¬ 
tions see speeches by Sir Robert Borden and Measrs, Rowell and 
Doherty. {Hansard, Canada Vol LIV. September 2nd to ixtfi, 
especially pp. 22-3, 131-4, X92, Mr Meigheii, 204 ) Sindldr 
declarations do not appeal to have been made so exphcitly in Uv 
Austrahan and New Zealand Parliaments, but Mr Hughes took a Wyf 
active part in the successive declarations of equahty mentioned abOv^ 
and Mr Massey concurred in all the decisions .. t, •» 

^ Debate on Imperial Court of Appeal. {Proceedings, pp 
The debate showed that all the Dominions were prepar^ to in^t on' 
*' equality of status *' in this matter, but that most of them ineflniBQ 
' to the view tliat equality should be secured by the abolition of 
to the Pnvy Council, rather than by Che creation of a single 
Court of Apxieal Cf. below, pp 263 ft* 



^ja|i * A “ 

i ft I 

which can 'satisfactorily make it, namely, a special 
'oCT^titoent Imperial Conference 


- JV EXECUTIVE EQUALITY AND THE PROBLEM OF FOREIGN 
" AFFAIRS 


The one really vital sphere in which the Dominions have 
until recently remained more or less dependencies is foreign 
'affairs, in the sense of high politics It is, therefore, in tins 
sphere that the general declaration of constitutional right 
<^1 have its most important ctfi'ct Equality of nationhood 
must be conceded without reservation in respect of foreign 
affairs, as in all other matters Equality in respect of foreign 
affairs means that full recognition must be given to the 
cmistitutional right of the Domimons to catablish their own 
Foreign Offices, and to enter into diplomatic relations with 
foreign powers, both receiving and accrediting diplomatic 
representatives * it means also that the Dominions must be 
conceded a position of absolute cquahty witli the United 
Kingdom in respect of the concluding of treaties and the 
making of war and of peace. 

At first sight the way in which a general declaration of 
constitutional nght would operate to secure these objects. 
Without at the same time disrupting the Empire, may not seem 
d^ar. But it will become clear if we consider the operation 
^ the two vital factors in the situation, namely, the will of 
Great Britain and the Dominions to work together as a group, 
and the existence of the Imperial Crown, and the recent 
OoDstitutional developments in respect of the foreign relations 
of the Dominions which have centred lound that institution. 
It wiU be mainly by giving authoritative expression to con- 
S^elltions of the constitution already in process of development, 
that a general declaration of constitutional nght will operate 
m Securing equality of nationhood to the Dominions in respect 

foreign policy * 

The Imperial Croum 

i*>i , m 

^ tAf a moment when Republicanism is steadily overthrowing 
thrones of Europe, the British Monarchy not only stands 
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firm, bill actually seems to increase in prestige. But it 
not really the British Mfiiiarchy i^hich is increasing in prestige C' 
left to itself it might not have survived more than another 
gener.ition What is increasing in prestige is the Imperial 
Crown, an institution fiom which the British Monarchy is 
quite distinct in thcoiy, but with the fortunes of which it is 
indissolubly united, by icason of the fact that the tivo institu¬ 
tions meet together in the body of a single person The 
posit ion of the Crown as a gieat bond uniting a society of 
free lepiililics is. indeed, one of the most remarkable features 
of modern times 

The leally Mlal factor which must be taken into consulera- 
tion in any attempt to estimate the position of thr Clown in 
the British Empire, is not the eulogies so fieqiiently and so 
hrvently made by members of the House of Lords, a body 
which w'ould not survive the extinction of the Monarchy by 
a single day. Nor is it the rcveicnce sliowii to the Crown by 
some ol the English people, nor the good natured tolerance 
shown by others, and their appreciation of the personal 
qualities c»f a family which is obviously sinccic and anxious 
f(ir the welfaie of the peojile they serve Nor is it even the 
fascination which the idea of a peisonal ruler, an Emperor, 
aeems to exercise ovei the masses and even some of the 
intellectuals, in India tand the Dependencies It is rather 
the obviously sincere tributes paid, time after time, to the* 
value of the Crown as an Imperial institution, by the leaclera 
of the overseas Democracies One of the most striking 
fcatuies of the Constitutional Debate cf 1917, was die reference 
made by speaker aftei speaker to the value of the Crown as 
a bond of Empiie, " the keystone," as the New Zealand 
Bremici put it, " of the Impcnal aich Thoie was some*' 
thing here which went beyond the usual formality of the 
" loyal resolution" passed by each Imperial Conference* 
What this something w'^as may be gatheied from the speeds 
in which General Smuts in 1917 somewhat startled public 
opinion in England by offering what was perhaps the most 


1 Proceedings, p 46, cf p ^1-2 , 57-8 , do, etc , cf also Wdf 
Cabinet licport (1917), p 10, wheiti tho tnbutes are singled out for 
special mention. 
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g^wing tribute yet paid to the value of the " heieditar^ 
'' iungship '* ab d moans of keeping the Emjmu together 
He placed Ihi* Crown side by side with the Imperial Con¬ 
ference as one of the two most potent bonds of union " Yoe 
cannot," he said, " make a Rej>ubhc of the Bntish Comnion- 
" wealth of nations, because if you have to elect a President 
" not only in these Islands but all over the British Einpirdj 
'' who will be the ruler and repn sontative of all these peoples, 
“ you are facing an absolutely in&oluble problem " 

. ^ These were weighty w'ords, but in 1917 then full signilicancc 
had not yet bc'Cii revealed It w^as not nvcaled until the 
constitutional developments ot the Peace Conference period, 
ana the c(/nsequint eiiiinci.ition by the Dominion Prime 
Ministers c-f a new dortrme c>t the position of the Crown in 
relation to the Donunions, suddenly illuminated the whole 
situation 'flic doclrm* ran .is follows " The Crown is the 
** supreme cxeeutive in the United Kingdom and 111 all the 
" Donunions. but it acts on the advire of different ministries 
“within dilferent ronstitutinn.il units Iheic is a certain 
resemblance between this declaration and the declaration' 
made at the Imperial War Confeieiicc of 1918 “ But there 
is this vital difference The doclrine of 1918 was that of the 
Governor General as Viceroy , while* the doctiiiie of 1919 was 
that of the King as the King of Canada, of Australia, of South 
Africa, and of New Zealand, as regards tlie foreign relations 
of these states By virtue of the developments traced in 
Chapter VII (whvh must be kept in mind throughout this 
section) this doctrine is now an cstablislied conwiilion of the 
constitution, lesling upon important pieredents Already 
,011 a number of occasions the Crown has acted m foreign 
afi^rs on the advice of Dominion Ministries 

» May 15.1917* 

^ * Memorandum rirculatcd on behalf of Domlmon Prime Miiiistera 
by Sir R Borden to British Empire Deleg.itlon, ISIarcli 12, 19x9. 
{ifansard (Canada) LXV, p 157 ) A similar declaration was made by 
Sir Robert at the Imperial War Conference (1917) (/*» trrcJtngt, p S 9 ) 

Cl. the assertion of Sir Wilfrid Lauiici at the Jm^'orial ConferenLC of 
1907, that the Canadian Gov ernmeiit was as much " Ills Majesty’s 
Government," as the Bnlish 
• ihrofccdingi, pp 
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It IS m the light of these facts that we must'regafd 
recent visits of the Prince of Wales to Canada^ New Zealan^. 
and Australia These visits were simply a sign of the persona 
recognition by the British Monarchy of the new constitutioqai 
fact, that the Crown no longer merely touches the Dominions 
indirectly through its Viceroj^, but has now entered into a 
new and direct personal relationship with them as the forma] 
instrument of their foreign x>ohcies. The significance of the 
visit rray be summed up in two quotations, the first from tha 
Winnipeg Free Press, the great Liberal daily of the Canadian 
West, and the second from a speech made by the Prince of 
Wales 111 London after his return from Canada '* In a familji 
" of nations equal in status,” said the Free Press. ” the one 
” visible bond of union is the Crown The old indirection has 
“ vanished The Crown symbolises the common origin, the 
” common ideals, the common traditions of the British race. 

It occupies in the constitutions of all the confederate states 
V virtually the same position and wields in each virtually 

the same prerogatives The relations of the young, but 
" self-reliant and self-supporting, British nations of the New 
" World and the Antipodes to the Crown have become direct 
” and personal since the recognition of their nationhood 
” contained in the Treaty and in the League of Nations 
” Covenant 

The statement made by the Pnnee of Wales was as follows: 
” The King, as the constitutional sovereign of the Empirei 
” occupies exactly the same place in Canada and in the whole 
” British Empire as he does m Great Bn tain, and his House, 
” although originally founded in Great Bn tain, belongs 
“ equally to all the other nations of the Commonwealth.”* 
Ill these quotations the new situation is aptly summed up, 
and the Crown stands out in its new rdle as the symbol of the 
constitutional equality and independence of the Dommiona^ 
and as the only means whereby this new status can be rereni-* 
ciled with the maintenance of'^the formal umty of the Briti^ 
Empire. The warmth of the receptions given to the Prince 
in each of the Dominions may be taken as a sign of the leahsa^ 

' Quoted in Round Table. December, 19x9* 

* Times. December 19. 19x9. , 
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tion of this new situation, as woll as of a desire to show the 
s<^ldarity of the peoples of the Biitish Commonwealth 
It is evident that ^ the British people have hardly yet 
reahsed the difference which this new situation must make in 
their attitude to the Crown as an English institution Were 
the Crown to bo extinguished as a result of the growth of 
republican feeling in England, it is quite possible that the 
Dominions might refuse to accept the obvious mark of political 
inferiority involved in acting in their foreign relations througli 
the chief citizen of aiiothei Ri public, and in importing tin ir 
Presidents fr«)m that Roinibhi Formal disruption might 
then have to be f.iced —unkss indeed the piobloin of oleoting 
a PiO‘’ident to net as tlie figinohf.id of the British ('omnion- 
wealth wi*n* f««iiinl on cJusi* ('vnmination to he not ‘^iich an 
" absoluh ly iiisohilili' piulileiu" as tiencral Smuts has 
suggested 


Control of Forvt^n Policy by the Domimons and Modes of 

Group Action 

Tlie doctrine of the equality of the Domimniis in respect 
of the Imperial Ciown h.is its most important applu ation with 
regdid to fonign relations which concciii the Empire 
as a whole An analysis of the two chief examples 
of tile application of this doctnne to foreign policy w'lll 
help to indicate tlie methods whereby the Dominions may 
secure complete coiitiol over llieir loieign ailairs These 
examples wore (a) the appointment by the Crown, on the 
advice and responsibility of Dominion Ministiies, of Dominion 
Henipotentiaries to sign the Peace Treaty in the iiamp of the 
Crown and on behalf of their respective DoniinioTi-*. (b) the 
ratification of the Tieaty by the Crown on the aifvici* and 
responsibility of the Dominion Ministries » 'IlieSe acts were 
the formal ouicome of policies m the decision of which the 

^ Ch VIl, Ss, lip ioi-| 


16 
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Dominions had shared with the United King^dom as partner 
nations, they .show that the British Empire has become a' 
group of equal states, and that it can no longer be regarded 
as an international unit consisting of a sovereign state with 
a number of dependent commumtics for which that state 
acts in matters of foreign poUcy When the Bntish Empire 
signs or ratifies a treaty, the action, like the pohey of which 
it IS the expression, is a group-action made up of a number 
of simultaneous and concerted actions, each done in the name 
of the common Crown by the representatives of each of the 
autonomous states 

The chief mode of group action which, as these examples 
indicate, is likely to be adopted in the future with regard to 
major questions of foreign policy, is as follows first, the 
question of policy will be discussed in the group-Conference, 
that is. the Imperial Conference, and a decision will be arrived 
at with legald to it. If the decision is positive and requires 
legislative action, or the approval of the legislatures, it wiU 
then be submitted by each Ministry to the Parliament to 
which the Ministry is responsible If the mattoi requires 
executive action, this action will be taken in concert by the 
several Ministries If the i-suancc by the Crown of special 
powers IS neccssaiy, tlicse powers will b<* issued by the Ciown 
to each Ministry on the advice and responsibility of that 
Ministry 

The other mode group action, which may on occasion 
be adopted, is that of entrusting lliu execution of a decision 
arnved at in the ImpiTial Conference to the I'oieign Sccre- 
taiy, or some other leading Minister, of one of the states of 
the Group The Group would thus act through a leader, 
which fur the present would probably be the United Kingdom. 
The method of speaking with one voice by sj^aking through- 
one voice—that of a recognised leader—might be considered 
most effective in the case of really vital enunciations of group 
policy, such, for example, as Ihe declaration of a war decided 
upon m common council by the vanous members of the 
Group. Even if the Domimons stand on a footing of perfect 
equality with But am in all questions of foreign policy, she, 
will remain, at least for a long time to come, “ prima 
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'^'Pares/* If desired, a combination of these two modes lif 
group action might on occasion be adopted—Canada or 
Austraha (say) acting in concert with the United Kingdom. 
New Zealand acting through the United Kingdom as the 
leader of the Group. 

A certain distinction is implied here—a distinction which 
is clearly indicated in the developments of the last two or 
three decades—between (a) foreign relations which are to 
be treated as group " questions, that is, are to be decided 
by the Group as a whole, and not as in the past by a single 
dominant member of the Gioup, and {b) tureign relations 
which, suiLe they do not dm ctly affect the Group as a whole, 
are to be ticalcd as “ national" questions, and are to be 
decided ultimately by (he paiticular nation concerned, 
though not without consiiUalion with the o^hei members of 
the Gioup Amongst questions which may lx* regarded as 
group questions may be mentioned the making of war and of 
peace, the negotiation of important political treaties or con¬ 
ventions, and perhaps the annexation of tciritory Amongst 
questions iiivoKing toreign lelations which have been dehnitely 
recognised as national rather than group questions may be 
mentioned trade relations (including tanits and commercial 
treaties), imiiiigratioii (including immigration agreements and 
conventions), copyiight, naturalisation, merchant shipping, 
and the appointment of diplomatic agents 

The distinction made between these two kinds of questions 
IS rellccted iii the dilhlent piuccHluie whii h has been adopted 
in respect of each The pr.uthe which has recently been 
formally adopted in lespect of vital"gioup" questions, is 
that the Iinpenal Crown shall not take foimal action in sucli 
matters unless all the Governments concur in advising it 
thereto While in respect of " national " questions the 
practice adopted (at first informally, but consciously and 
Formally applied by the Canadian Government in respect of 
the Canadian Ambassador at Washington) is that the 
Ernpcnal Ciown acts on the* advice and it.>spunsibility of the 
Government of the paiticular Doimnion concerned. 

This vital distinction and these important constitutional 
practices are not the result of the* conscious a[)plication of 
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some preconceived plan They represent rather the channel 
worn by successive attempts to solve particular difTicultics 
They do not appeal even yet to have taken the fonn, in the 
minds of the statesmen concerned, of a conscious generalisation 
from the farts of experience Yet it is only by making and 
applying this generalisation as a imifymg principle, that we 
can understand the significance of recent developments and 
discover a rational solution of the problem of Dominion status 

The characteristic which both "group” and "national" 
questions have in common is that they involve action by 
the Imperial Cniwn As tht' pobition stiinds at piesent, 
the Dominions m oh1(t to enter into formal relations ol any 
kind with foicign powers (eg, the conclusion of any kind 
of treaty ot convention—as distinguished from an informal 
agicement—the appointment of diplomatic agents, the 
appointment of Dominion ijlcnipolt ntianes in international 
conferences, etc), must have access to, and be able to make 
U‘;e of, the sovereign powers which remain vested m the 
Iinpenal Crown 

These pow^Ts Iiave never been devolved upon the King's 
VuCloys, that is, the Gov'ernors Geneial, because such devolu¬ 
tion would involve the formal disruption of the Empire into 
a niimbi'i of sovereign states which would be separate units 
in intei national law, though they might choose to nmafn 
bound to the paient state by the purely personal and indiiect 
tie of the common Monarchy—^a tic no lonpei pisscssing 
any constitutional significance Although iqumon thiough- 
out the Empiie is strongly i^pijosed lo a solution along these 
hni s, Iheie is something to be said for it ^ 

There have been, mon-over, tw’O very inieresting precedents 
m Bnlish liistorv for a devi’lopment of tins kind * 'rhe 
first was the personal union of the Cinwns of England and 

^ The solution has been advocated for a number of years with some 
telling arguments and much kariung by J S !< wart, K C (Canada), m 
his books The Kingdom of Canada and Kingdom Papers (two vuls). 
Since 1917, however. Mi Ewart has abandoned the idea of the Kingdom 
of Canada in favoui of a Canadian Republic (*>uc Tmptrial Projects emd 
the Repnhhc of Canada Kingdom P ipi r, No 21, IQ17) For an interest¬ 
ing criticism of Mr Ewart’s views as they stood before 1917, sec Keith . 
Impertul Unity, pp 510-29 

* Ewart Aingdotn Papers, I, pp 178-8^, 
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Scotland from 1603-1707 Duiing the period the sovereignties 
remained entirely distinct, the two countnes having sepal ate 
flags anil scpaiate coinages The exix'iiinent ended finally— 
as an altemativ'e to the tlircatened separation of the two 
Crowns—in the political umon of 1707 The second precedent 
was the personal union of the Ciow'iis of Hanover and Great 
Britain, which lasted fmm 1714 to 1837, and came to an end 
with tlic accession of Victona, thiough the operation of the 
Sahe law preventing female succession to the Hanoverian 
throne Tlic interest of this case is that the distinction 
between thi' two states was fully recognised 111 international 
law Ihe two Goveiiiiiients leniaiiud absolutely distinct, 
and w.ir was actually wag. d by George I as Klee lor of Ilanovtu, 
whilst as King of Git'at Biitain he nmained neiitidl But 
the parallel between tliCM- two examples of a pcisoual union, 
and that of a puiely (xisonal bond of the Crown uniting a 
group erf independent British States, is by no means complete 
On thi‘ one hand, theie have been loiisideiablc development 
in international law since the Eighteenth Centuiy On the 
other hand, the large poweis of the Ciown which helped to 
make this expeiiiiient possible (P.irlijmeiitaiy Government 
came only at the end of the hist expeimicnl, and thiuughout 
the second the Goveiiimeiit of ll.inover renianud puiely 
despotic) have now entiiely disappeaied , and any incteasc 
in these poweis on the plea of then necessity foi the w'orking 
of a thinl expeiiini-nt would lightly be reg.irded as intolerable 
But it is quite ])iobabl<' that given the will to work together 
as a groii}> (a will now pow'ciful and likely to incieasc rather 
than to dimimsli) and the coiilinnance and the expansion 
of the existing machmeiy of co-op(‘iatioii, a ix‘i-^oiial iiiiioii 
of tliH kind indicated could be inaxle to woik successfully as 
between the various states of the Biitish Commonwealth 
without in any way increasing the power of the Crown 
But despite the appearance pf simplicity which this solution 
possesses, and despite its avoidance of ri'rbnn ditficultics 
which aie inheieiit in any othei. foim of sululion, it runs 
counter to the deeply rooted Teelings of the self-governing 
peoples of the Einpne that Mir foimal unity of the Kmpiie is 
worth picsciviiig, and that the trpiality of status which thw 
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Dominions desire can be a^’liieved without drstroymg this 
unity If faced with the necessity tii choosing between 
personal union and«ompletc separation, they would, of course, 
chrjose the former, but they regard partnership on a oasis 
of equality within the formal unity ot the Empire as far better 
than either Undoubtedly these feelings arc nght. We must 
set aside the idea of a purely personal union, and must try to 
discover some method whereby, without divesting the Im¬ 
perial Crown of the sovereign powers the centralisation of 
which in that Crown constitutes the formal unity of the 
Empire, tlie Dominions may have access to those powers on a 
basis of equality with the United Kingdom 

There arc obvious difliculties in the way of giMng the 
Dominions direct access to the King It is a fundamental 
principle of the British Constitution that the King shall act 
only upon the advice and responsibility of his British Ministry 
If Doinimon Ministers were given the nght of fiee access to 
the King, iiiespcctive of the wishes of the Bntisli Government, 
this would mean th.it thi King would gain the light to act 
in impoitant questions of policy independently of th.it 
Government Separate access in respect of " gronji *' 
questions is obviously impossible simply because they are 
group cjuestions, and formal action in respect of them would 
involve the whole Group And even in respect of what have 
been called " national ” questions, the right of diier t u'cess 
to the Imperial Ciuvvii might involve an j]^grandisc*raeiit of 
the powers of the King of England which w'ouM he inlolcrabk 
to the Biilisli people 

VVliat then aie we to say of the claim made by the Doininion 
Prime Ministers m the' Memoiandum already mentioned to 
equality before the Imperial Crown in respect of foreign aft.^.s, 
or of the assertions made repeatedly by the Canadian Ministers 
in the Canadian Ticaty Debates that in appointing Canadian 
Plenipotentiancs, the King actgd on the advice and lesponsi- 
bihty of his Canadian Miniatiy, or of the statcmen> with 
regard to the appointment of a Canadian Minister at Washing¬ 
ton made on May lo, igio, by Mr Bonar Law in the 
House of Commons, in which he said " It has been agreed 
" that His Majesty, on the advice of hts Canadian MintsierSt 
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“ shall appc nt ^ Minister Plenipotentiary who shall have 
" charge < u adi.in a/Fairs . . ” ? In none of these 

instc js X. 'iiatcd f'r implied that the Dominion Ministers 

had direct access to the King, that they offered their advice to 
him in person, or that, m taking action in accordance with 
their advice, he departed from the custom of the British 
Constitution by acting tliroiigh a Dominion Minister instead 
of through a British Minister For example, the Canadian 
Order m Council advising the King to issue full powers to 
certain Can.idiiin Ministcis to act as Canadian Plenipoten¬ 
tiaries for the purpose of negotiating and sigmng the Peace 
Treaty had to be -.eiit to the via the British Ministry, 
and the King m issuing ilu- powers acted through the British 
Foreign Seiietary,' diid ti similar piocediirc was no doubt 
followed in the .ippomtiiK iit of the Canadian Minister at 
Washington 

But as Ml Bonai Law's statement indicates, observance of 
these foims does not mean that in lUbstance equality of status 
has not been secun'd by the Dominions It is clear that so 
long €is the British Ciow'ii tind the InipiTial Crown remain 
meted m the body of on* person, the King of England, it is 
Him table that the British Government should remain the 
rUiinriel (lirongh which the Dominion Govc'rnmcnts reach the 
King But 111 the cast’s mentioned the Canarlian Government 
III'tilled tin it rlaini l«j have seemed equality of status on the 
gjoiiud that ilthougli the British Grwernment of necessity 
ti’lain the /cg/d ^outr they do not hive the cons/tftitional 
nptit to close oi to K’L.trii t this channel ® It is obvious that 

^ 'ihe I Hint vr.is r.iiborj in the CaiiAiliin Treat/ Debate, and wab not 
\,.rv siicctiSlully deall with by the Ministry {Hantatd (Canada) LIV, 
I M 41 and JoC >) For the documents bhowing hi>w the Order was 
frarh'^d, .lud how it reached the Crown, sec Paper (Canada) 

41 J i>cc also .)bovc. pp 191-4 

* Comp ire ihc sufn^Obbon made by Dr Keith {Times, July iz, 1919), 
tup* the dillicplty 111 respivl i>f tlju issuance «>f jionrrs by the Crown to 
Dominion Miniitois might be fivercoinc by the adoption of the “ Con- 
*'stitutionaJ cunvuntiou that the issuanre of UiU i**jwers to Dominion 
" reprcsentativcii on the r* quest, ol theti (lovfinment. should be 
" incumbent on the Secretary' of btatc for borcign A.f!airs as a 
" Mmisteiial function ovcludinir any cxeiLi«c of discretion on the part 
" of the Government of the t nitid Kiiigduni," 
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we have here in process of formation a constitutional convene- 
tioii which will secure to the Dominions qmte as effectively 
as some harder and more formal insliumcnt the equality of 
st.ifus which they desire. A constitutional convention of 
this kind may be said to exist (although it still requiieS 
authoritative statement) in the case of conunercial treaties, 
the appointment of diplomatic agents, and other questions 
of Intel national relalionsliip which have come to be regarded 
as “national'' rather than “group” matters. 

With regard to ” group ” questions, a constitutional 
convention of a somewhat difierent kind may be said to have 
developed since 1917, the effect of which has been to secure 
equality of status for the Dominions The essi iitial character 
of ■' group ” questions js that action by the Crown 111 such 
matters i aiiiiot be taken for one member of the Group without 
necessarily involving the others Until iccently such actions 
have been taki'ii by the Crown solely upon the advice of the 
Bn tisli Government, and although in inany casc-s the Dominions 
have been consultefl and have given th( 11 ronsent, in some 
of the most important ol all they have been involved without 
consultation The effect of the constiliitional developments 
from 1917 cQiwaids has been to introduce the new constitu¬ 
tional piactice that the Crowm should not lake action in any 
vit.d matter of high policy involving each pait of the Empire 
unlesb advisfd thereto by all resixjnsible Goveimncnts of 
the Gioup This con^'LitiiUoiial piacticc has now worn a 
chtiniiel sufliLieiitly d(<p to cieate u new conveiitioii of the 
constitution—the convention tliat the BiiUsh (joveinmcnt 
no longer has the constitutional right c*x<lusi\elv to advise 
the Crown 111 ic'sprct of vital questions cd high polic y involving 
the whole* Empiic. but must share this right with the 
Dominions ‘ All that this convention requires to estab> 
lish it fiimly IS authontative statement by the Iinpetial 

^ Attention has been icpcatcdly drawn by Domimon and also by 
British Ministers to the cYistcnccof this convention, o g , in the Canadian 
Treaty Debates The convention may be said to have been finally 
established as a result ot its successful reassertion by the Canadian 
Government 111 respect of the ratification of the Pciice Treaty in 1919. 
Lord Milner admitted the existence of the convention, but was in a 
huiry to secure ratiiicalion riie Canadian Cjovernmciit replied that 
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Conference as part of a general declaration of constitutional 
light' 

It is important that the possibilities involved in the adoption 
of this convention should bo frankly faced The best way to 
make the system w’ork is to see clearly what must happen 
if it breaks down The convention assumes the possibihty of 
unamniity on group questions It assumes that in the 
future the stales in the Ilritish Empire will adopt the practice 
of contmuouh cabinet consultation, and will act in vital 
mattcis of foieigii policy nquiring formal action by the 
Imperial Crown, cither togiilui or not at all The breach 
of the (oinLiilum by one of the mtmbi.rs of the Group, oi 
the failuie l<j •'ei me an ultmiafe agiei-mtnt upon a common 
policy in such maltei—tli.it is, the offering of mdepondLut 
advice to the Crown on such a que tion by one of llie Cabinels, 
or the olleiing of conflicting advices—would pioduec a 
crisis Provided the lule is obscr\ed tliat no advices on 
*'gioup" niatteis mu'.t be offeicd, except through the 
British Mmistiy, and aftei discussion in the Impellal 
Confcjcncc, thcie It» little likelihood of such a crisis arising, 
but if It did occur there would be only two ways of escape 
either the dissentient minoniy must acquiLSce, or it must 
sccccle fiom the* Group Acceptance of the fiist altcriiativo 
would piobabl^ involw ilic setting up of an Imperial supei- 
state cleflmK'l> based on the piinciple of majority lule 

Giv( 11 reason.ible foibeaiaine on the p.iit of Britisli and 
Domimoii statismcn the task of agreeing upon a common 
policy m lespect of giouji (|iuslions should not be* veiy 
difhcult It should even lie easy, by icdson of the strong 
and giow’ing will to unity tliroiigliuiit the luiipiie, and the 
knowledge that public ojimioii will not be likely to tolerate 
senous divoigcncc* 

" the King in ratifying the Treaty ought only to act at the in&ianco 
" of all hib.constitutional advisers throughout the Empire, but we do 
" hot entirely understand the sii.',(fLstion ” (Milner's) " that m the 
*'^casc of the Doimiiions the signatinc of the Donnnn >ii pli'nipotciitmnes 
“ is equivalent to the tendering of .kIvilo to ratil y " 1 hoy insisted that 
ratification so f ir as C.iiiada w.is concSrneil should nut take plaec uhtil 
the Treaty h-nd bern .ipprovfd by iiicir Parliament .\ml formal ailvice 
to ratify had been oClcied (Sec above, pp iyi-|. and itssioM/*/ Papotf 
fCanada) 41 J ) 
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Undoubtedly the necessity of secunng agreement ^oh ^ 
common policy involves the possibility of delay in secunng 
a decision; but granted developments in the machinery of 
co-operation as outlmed in the foUowing chapter, this should 
not piove a very senous obstacle Moreover the delaying 
effect of the League of Nations, and the oppprtunity afforded 
by it for mature consideration, should dimmish the necessity 
for sudden and burned deasions m matters of high policy. 

It -s clear that there must be a formal acceptance of the 
rule " one state one vote," and of the requirement of 
unanimity in respect of group action ^ But rules hke these’ are 
meant to serve as safety-valves They arc not the boiler 
vrliicli generates the power, but the vents through whidi it 
escapes if unjustifiably used The whole expenment is 
clearly doomed to failure Unless to these rules is added the 
lule of Bntish common sense, the will to agrt^e even though 
at the cost of compromise, the unwillingness to allow, save 
for the very best of reasons, the interests of a few, even though 
they foim a " nation," to block the path of an overwhelming 
majoiity 

It IS likely, therefore, that in practice a rough S3rstem of 
majority rule, such as could be observed m the working of 
the Impctial War Cabinet from 1917 to 1919. will have to 
be rccugmsed It was not the absence of diffci ences of opinion 
whicli enabled the Impenal War Cabinet to secure agreement 
on all essential points, but the willingness shown by its 
members to make sacnficcs, if necessary, for the sake of 
securing agreement Bntish Ministers were unwilling to 
press a policy opposed by all the Dominions, and Domimon 
Ministers showed, by their attitude towards Bntain, tlicir 
recognition of the fact that besides rights of status there IB' 
sudi a thing as rtghis of stature. 

The experience of the Empire shows that it would be^ 
unwise to attempt beforehand to make any ngid divisioii'* 

^ Cf statement by General Smuts In the Union House {TimeSt 
June 26, 1920) " We are noUgomg to be coerced by the majority.* 

" If a common organ is going to be established no resolutions should, 
"be taken without the unanimous agreement of all parts of'tiwj 
* Empire ’’ Cf on this question Ch X, § 6 ' ; 
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between *' national *' and *' group " questions Whether «i 
particular question falls into one or the other division will 
haVe to be decided by the Impci lal Conference Theoretically, 
divergence may go a long way without necessarily mvolvmg 
formal disruption It is not generally realised that the possi- 
faihty of divergence extending even to important pohtical 
treaties has been contemplated . though it has not in practice 
occurred, it has been provided for by the insertion of clauses 
(fyr example, in the Anglo-Japanese Treaty and the “ re¬ 
insurance " Treaty between Great Britiun and France, and 
the United States and France) reserving to the Dominions 
the nght of separate adhiTciice * It seems clear, there¬ 
fore, that even in the case of group-treaty, if one 
member of the Group refused to advise the Crown to ratify 
on its behalf a treaty whuh was accepted by all the other 
members, the Ciown might still ratify for these members 
without binding the dissenting member Whether the dis¬ 
senting member by reason of its failure to co-operate would 
be driven sooner or later into secession would depend entirely 
upon tho circumstances of the case ^ But in Uic case of 
treaties in which the contracting parties contemjilatcd the 
possibility of being involved in a war on each otlicr's behalf, 
it IS probable that if such a war occurred the dissenting member 
would legally be involved iii it Die Dominion Governments 
have always recognised that a declaration of war by the 
Impenal Crown would technically involve them m belligerency. 
Though whether this belligerency remained puiely passive 
or became active would depend entirely upon themselves ^ 

' Seo Article V of the '' reinsurance " treaty 

* Ct on this whole question tho speech of Mr Rowell in the Canadian 
House, March x6, 19^0 (Hansard LV, p. 512 ) Compaic also the dis¬ 
cussions in the Treaty Debate of September, 1919 (LI V, pp 23, 131-2, 
ai5, etc.) The attitude taken bji the Canadian Ministry was that the 
failure of Canada to accept the Treaty would at once raise the qucbtion 
of the continuance ot Canada in theTlntish Empire 

* Keith . Impenal Untiy, pp 339 fl Compare the ri.i.ent declara¬ 
tion made by the Canadian Government tliat in tho event of a dispute 
likely to lead to a rupture arising iSetwcen any state of the Bntish 
Conunonwealth and a foreign country, the other Bntish States would 
automaticallv become, in the terms of the Covenant of the League, 

fMurties to the dispute " Cf below, Ch XI, pp, 347-8 
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But pursuit of the theoretical limits of divergence is not 
Vfiy profitable As a matter of practical pohtics, there is^ 
obviously ii limit beyond which it cannot go without causing 
the furiiial disi uptiuii of the Empire. Just as m a partnership, ' 
if one of the partncis persists in pursuing a divergent policy 
on some vital question a (hssolutiun of the partnership becomes 
iiievitahli', so in the British Commonwealth if one state 
(whethei a Dominion or the United Kingdom) peisists against 
the ’./ill of the other members in a sepaiato and independent 
course on some really vital question of high policy, it would 
th( 1 eby in all probability be forci d to secede from the 
Empire 

It IS ctf the gieatest iinpoitance to lejhse that even in the 
case of " national ” riuestions exci’ssive divergence of policy 
IS likely to lead to the di'.iupLion of the Empiie Attention 
has already been diawn to the intimate connection existing 
between everyday international relationships and ciuestions 
of " high policy The iiiiity of tlie Biitish Group of States, 
if it is to he real, must lie based upon the closest co-opeiation 
in these cveiyday lelalioiiships Only then will iL be able 
to deal successfully with the matters of high policy which 
these rekitionships throw up from time to time If. for 
c\.inipl<*, the United Knigdom and the Doiiumons fail to 
consult^ each other, and pull in h.ilf a dozen diicclions in 
lespect of their trade* anel immigration policies, they will 
imiilably pull in the*' same niiiiibei of dneetions in 
lespet t of the eiiiestioiis of high jioliey aiising out of these 

lI1.ltt(‘lS 

In the i)a'-l it has been a iieoginstd eemvemtion that the 
policies of the vaiioir states (including the United Kingdom) 
in ic.'^peet of Ijadc and immigration and kindred matters, 
should at least be brought to the notice* of the other members 
of the Group, and should be djjscusse'd in the Impcnal Con-' 
feieiue* if any member dcsiied such discussion, and it is 
obvious tli.it if the nations of the Bntish Commonwealth 
arc to maintain theii unity, tins convention must be nut only 
maintained but strcngthenal 


* l f .ibuvc, t li VI, S V 11 , oil 
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Diplomahc Representaiion 

From the recognition accorded by the United Kingdom 
to the equal nationhood of the Dominions, confirmed by the 
definite international status given to them in the Peace Con¬ 
ference and in the League of Nations, it follows that the 
Dominions have now a constitutional right to separate 
diplomatic reptesentation Thi' necessaiy powers may be 
secured fioni the Tinpcrial Ciown bj'^ the proreduii* jiist 
desrnbed, as lias alre.idy bi>( n done in tJie caso of the 
appointment oi a Canadian Ariibassiulor at Washington 

Australia and Canada had already established, some ju*ais 
before the war, their own Ucpaitmcnts of Exti'inal Affaiis, 
and legislation has just been passed providing for a similar 
Department in New Zealand * These Departments could 
do (in fact already do to a laigc extent) llu' work of Doimmon 
Foreign Olfices, and there would be nothing to prevent the 
word " External " being changed to " Foicign," if this were 
desired as a further maik of equality ol status Even if the 
greater Dominions cstablishtd their own Foreign Ofhees. there 
would be nothing to pievent them from woiking orrat.ionally 
through the lintisb Foreign Office, if this were thought 
desirable , and it is quite likely that the smaller DoiTiniiuns 
may continue foi a time to conduct all oi a part of their 
foieign relations thiough the British Foieign Office .md its 
Foreign Services » 

It IS, indeed, of the utmost imiuut.ince that any si heme 

* Sec ffansaril (NZ), Octulicr 17, 1910 Since No\eriibiT, loio, 
the Australian Department of Iilxtcmal Aflairs has been known as 
Home and Tcmtoncs,” but a new borcign AILurs Department is 
being organised as a branch of Iht Piime Minister's Department In 
South Africa foreign affairs are dealt with by the Priiiu* Munster 

^ Accordmg to the Round Table conespondent 'Vrw Zt aland still 
regards herself as " in a state of tutelage so lai as furvign alFiiis are 
“concerned" (December, 1919) Bfewfoundland is technically a 
Colony rather than a Liominioii, ard the fact that she was not given a 
separate place 111 the Peace Confciencc, and m the League of Nations, 
tparks her as definitely inferior 111 status to the Dominions. 
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for the future government of the Empire should make 
allowance foi a great deal uf divergence of t}^. It is not 
possible to fit into any rigid common mould a group of 
heterogeneous communities , some of which are fully de¬ 
veloped, others arc still visibly immature; some, although 
ultimately destined for complete statehood, are at present 
in the earlier stages of political development, and others 
again (like Newfoundland, Malta, and perhaps even Ireland), by 
reason of their special circumstances, may never be in a position 
to assume the full and self-reliant statehood of a great Dominion 
such as Canada. 

It is clear that, with the dcvelopmi'nt in the Empire and 
in tlie League of Nations of the method of direct conference 
between governments, the more important questions of 
international relationships will be dealt with in the future 
by regular Lonfercnces bctwicn Foioign Ministers, and by 
ad hoc conferences between the Ministers concerned with 
particular relationships. Diplomatic sti vices are therefore 
likel)^ to decline somewhat in importance jlut they wiU 
remain of sufficient importance to make it essential that the 
Dominions should begin at once to establish their own services 
in the nioie important foreign countnes These services 
are needed for three mam puiposes. {a) for the protection 
and aid of individual Dominion citizens, (6) for the repre>*'' 
sentdtion uf a Duininioii in cases where the national interests, 
of all its citizens are conccrncHl, (i) foi the ccllectiou of 
information It is hardly m accordance with thi spint of 
nationhood in the Duriimions that th.‘se questions should' 
be dealt with by the British Foreign Services Even the 
most zealous agents of the most friendly of states can hardly 
bnng to bear that peculiar combination of intimate knowledge 
and of sjmipathy required to deal effectively with important 
Austrahan and Canadian interests, W'ht ther these are national - 
in character or merely affocC individual Austrahan and 
Canadian citizens in foreign countries 
One of the most important of all the services rendered lo 
a community by its Foreign Service is that of gatbenng ' 
lufonnation for the use of pnvate individuals, or for the ise 
of the Government and of its Departments. If properly,, 
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c<^itluted. iihese services should be able to give to their 
' Governments full information about the great political, boual 
' and economic movements which are going on in foreign 
^untries. Such movements in Japan, for example, are of 
immense importance to Australia and to Canada, and one 
of the most important duties of their diplomatic agents m 
Tokio would be to send to their respective Governments a 
.constant stream of information about these questions. What 
the absence of such an intelligence service means to the 
Dominions is well indicated in a recent summary of the 
duties of the British Foreign Services * "It is their duty 
" to collect and place at tlu* disposal of the Govrrnni(‘nt 
" detailed information as to llic politii al tendencies, the 
" commercial activities, the social and industrial institutions, 
" and the general character of ail foreign countries They 
" should examine and report on every social ic'form, every 
“ experiment in industrial organisation, every commercial 
"enterpnse set on foot in every part of the woild " This 
work IS done nominally for the “ Biiiisli Empire,” but 
actually for the United Kingdom alone It results in a 
stream of invaluable Blue Books issued by vaiious govein- 
ment departments, such as the Board of l^ucalion and the 
Board of Tiade. 

It IS obvious that the Dominions cannot aftord to be 
without the latest and most accurate information as to how 
the rest of the world is attacking political, social and economic 
problems fundamentally akin to their own llie time must 
soon come in the Dominions, as it is coming in England, 
when mast great government departments will not be con¬ 
sidered prop<*ily equipped for their woik unless they have 
made some special provision for the organisation of inquiiy 
and research. Whatever form this provision takes—whether 
it be that of an Intelligence Section, such as those possessed 
by the Biitish Board of Trade, the Board of Education, or 
the Mimslry of Labour; or* of a special Department of 
Government such as the Biitish Ministiy of Recunstmetion, 
or the Depaifnicnt of Scientific and Industnal Restarch— 


^ The Foreign Office and the Foreign Services Abroad, p 7 (Council 
lor the Study ot International Relations, 1917 ) 
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those charge<l with the work of inquiry and research must 
range llie whole woild for Iheir information ' As a means 
of gathenng the information required, or of aiding Com¬ 
missions sent to carry out special investigations, the presence 
of Dominion diplomatic agents at every great foreign capital 
would be invaluable 

Tlic ingenious devices used in the past by Canada to get 
over the difficulty of hei inferior diplomatic status have 
hanlly b ‘cn in accordance w ith her national dignity The 
device used to enable the C.inadian War Mission at' 
Wadiinglon to p<Tlonn the fmictioiis of an i*mbassy without 
giving it the status of an imbassy may be taken as an 
example The Chairman of the Mission was empowoicd to 
lepresint, not his Govcnimcnt, but tlic "Cabinet and the 
" heads of the vanous Departments '* at Ottawa Similarly 
he was empowered to treat, not with the Government of the 
United States, but "with the heads of the Departmimts or 
" othei adininibtiative branches. Committees or Commissions, 
" or other officials of the Governinint of the United States." • 

Such unworthy subterfuges could not stand for long 
The announcement made in May, 1920, that at length an 
aguement had been reached with rcgaid to the appointment 
of a Canadian Ambassadoi at Washington shows that the 
prf)blem has been faced at last in a bold and stalcsnianlike 
way a ITie Ambassador, Mr Boiiai Law announced, is to be 
appointed by the King " on the arlvicc of lii^ Caniididii 

^ Dll tills qnustKin, see Ri f oil of the Miuhinery of Goiti, ntnent Cmn- 
b'‘t up l>y the Alinistry ut Keiuustructiuii ((.imt 1918) 

' Qiiolfd 111 Rowid lahle, lune, 1918 

J The maUnal part of the tatciucnt inadt by Mr Ilnnar Law in 
the tluLise of Conunoiii {flnn^ntd. May to, 19Jo) was as follows. 

“ It has been agreed that his Majesty, on the advn e of his Canadiau 
' Ministers, shall appoint a Minister Plenipotentiary who will liave 
“ charge of Canadian nflaira, and wTn be at all times the ordinary 
" channel of communication with fho United St.ites Government 111 
" matters of purely Canadian concern, acting upon instructions from 
" and reporting direct to the Canadian Guvernnient In the absence 
" of the Ambassador the Canadian jVfiuistci will t.ike charge 0/ the whole 
" Isinbassy and of the representilion of Imperial as well as Canadian 
'■ inteiests He uill be ac( rcdited by his Majesty to the President with 
“ the iiiLossary jxiwers ftu the putpose This new .'irr.'iiigciuent will 
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. " Muusters/' is to have chaigc of " Canadian affairs,” and 
is to be under the absolute control of the Canadian Govern¬ 
ment. Just as the Bntisli Ambassador remained in the past 
at all times responsible to tlie Biitisli Government even 
although Canadian business made up three-fourths of the 
work of the Embassy, so, it may be assumed, the absolute 
responsibihty of the Canadian Ambassador to his Govern¬ 
ment will not be affected by the piovision that in the absence 
of his colleague he “ will take charge of the whole Embassy 
“ and of the representation of Imperial as well as Canadian 
'* interests " 

This announcement marks a precedent of the utmost 
importance in the constitutional evolution of the British 
Empire from a single stab into group of equal states 
It IS a pri cedent which will m time be followed by all the 
Oominioiis ‘ As was emphasised both m the statement and 
in the subsequent debate in the Canadian House,* the new 
development docs not necessarily involve any departure 
from " the pnneiplc of the diplomatic unity of the Bntish 
Empire " It IS essential to the smi'oth working of the system 
that the British and Dominion Ambassadors, nr diplomatic 
agents, in a foreign capital should work together as a 
group—then separate establishments being perhaps grouped 
together in tho same building—and that they should give 
each other mfoimation and assistance in every possible 
way This would enable the various Foreign Offices to keep 
in touch with the diplomatic stages of questions which might 
ultimately come before them In rcspei t of group questions, 
the various embassies might make joint repmsentations, or 
might act througli the British Ambassador as a leader. Any 
dispute as to whether a particular question was a " gioup " 
or a '* national ” matter might be settled by reference back 
to the governments for a dcci|ion after consultation 

“ not denote any departure either on the part of the British Govem- 
*' meat or of the Canadian Government from IV piinciplc of the 
" diplomatic unity of the British Empire " 

^ The Australian Governmeut has decided to appoint a High 
Comnusaloner m the United States [Ttmc'i, July 26, 1920) 

Hansard (Canada), May 17, 19 jo, pp 2523 fE. 

.*7 
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Pnor consultation before the taking of any diploihgttc 
action is essential, not only in respect of important questions 
of high policy, but of all questions involving relations with 
other countnes. When any member of the Group enters 
into diplomatic relations with a foreign country on any 
question whatsoever, or adopts any pohey which touches 
the interests of a foreign country, it will take that action m 
the name of the common Crown; and this is really an 
indication that the action concerns the other members of the 
Group, because, even though apparently trivial at the outset, 
it may m the end involve grave consequences for them. It 
IS easy to imagine cases where the failure to observe this 
rule with regard to piior consultation might precipitate a 
giave diplomatic crisis Such a cnsis might be caused if 
the diplomatic situation between the United Kingdom and 
France (say) were strained owing to disagicements arising 
out of their colonising activities in Afnca, and if Australia 
(say), pursuing her separate trade pohey without consultation 
with the Group and with little reference to the general 
intemationdl situation, suddenly intervened through her 
Ambassador in Paiis with a threat of disciimination against 
French goods unless Fiance removed certain restrictions 
on the import of Australian products Even if separate 
diplomatic action of this kind, taken without conuiltation 
with other members of the Group, did not preapitate a grav% 
crisis, it would probably offer an opport'inity, dear to the 
heart of the diplomatist, of playing one member off against 
anothei. 

The extent to which the Dominions will avail themselves 
of their right to establish embassies and legations of their 
own depends on the circumstances of each Dominion. It 
would be absurd for the Dominions to go to the expense 
of covenng the world with ^ network of diplomatic 
consular agents Needless duplication of agents should be 
avoided by making the necessary arrangements withvthti? 
United Kingdom to use British agents in the less impbrtaift 
centres. But if they are t6 continue to make extensive tUMH 
of the Bntish services, they would be wise to insist that th^e 
should be more eilicicntly organised than tlicy arc at pre^n^ 
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“jand that the diplomatic service should cease to be what it 
still is to a large extent, tlie sacred preserve of the English 
govermng classes. 

The replacing of the present trade agents of Canada and 
Australia by duly accredited consular icpresentativcs, and 
an increase in the number of such representatives, would be 
a distinct advantage to these Dominions However ready 
British Consuls may be to assist Dominion trade, it is obvious 
that where such trade readies considerable dimensions, the 
British Consul, because of his lack of special knowledge of 
Dominion maikcts and products, is likely to be a poor sub¬ 
stitute for a ].)oniiniou Consul ^ 


LF(.ISLATIVE EQUAlirV 


The task of seem mg the complete logiblativc equality 
and autonomy of the Dominions is not a very difficult one 
It will be effected partly by judicial interpretation, based on 
the general declaration of constitutional right, and partly 
by the passing by the United Kingdom Parliament, at the 
request of the Doimmons, of'such legislation as may be 
needed to give them full powers in the few instances where 
they do not now possess such powers, and cannot secure 
them mciely by the method of judiual interpretation 
Legislation would be required, for example, to give Canada 
full powers to alter her constitution. A general declaration 

* The attitude of the Dominions with regard to dependence on the 
serviees of British agents for commercial purposes was well brought 
out at the Imperial War Conferei|ce9 (Proceedings (1917), pp 16^0 
andisz-i. i&id (1918), pp The Dominion Ministers made it 

clear that they were not prepared to supersede their existing trade 
agents, nor to abandon in any way their right to aend agents to any 
country, bat that they would be glad |o make use of the Bntish Trade 
jCommurionerB m places where a Donii:don was not directly represented, 
and that they desired close co-operation between the Bntish and 
pgAaimon agents wherever possible. 



360 BRITISH COimONWEALtnf OF NATICWfS 

of constitutional light would render completely obsolete 
the legiil soVI n Jgnty of the Bntisli Parlianiontj and the legal 
pov.er of the Imperial Govt rumen t to control Domimon 
legislation by means of reservation and disallowance By 
emptying them of all c onstitutional significance, it i^oiild make 
the formal abolition of these legal powers cjuite unnecessary , 
and, as 1 have already pointed out, they are for various 
reasons well woith piesirviiig ^ 

An authoiitative declaration that the United Kingdom 
no longer posbcsscs the constitutional right to legislate 
foi the Dominions without thtir consent, oi to veto Dominion 
legislation, is issential .is a means of making the real position 
of the’ Dominions eleai to all peoples—both to those inside 
the Em jure* and to those outside it “ The need of such an 
authoritative di'elaration will have* become \eiy cleai to 
anyone who has taken the trouble, to glance' through the 
Canadian and the South Afiican Irc'aty Debates, and has 
studie.d the suipiisiiig (though pci haps som«.w'hat wilful) 
misconcejitions revealed then*, or who has followed the 
discussions in the American Senate on the eiuestion of tlie 
relations of the Dominions to the* United Kingdom. 

The doctime of legislative, equality mvolves the abolition 
of the tciiitoiial limitation of Dominion legislation Tbc 
claim has recently been made by a leading authority on the 
Caiiaehan Constitution tliat Canadian legislatures generally 
pos-jcss " the same ].owci to bind thtu own subie.cts every- 
" where as the Iniiierial Parliament has to bind British 

%• 

^ See: alxive, section 2 Dr Keith has, however, suggested the 
" formal ahroi’ation of the supremacy of lmj*erial Legislation," and 
" the fotmal ahuhtwH of the loyal veto over J^oiniiuon legislation,''' 
as the only means of inakuig the doctrine oi cciuahly of status a rcably 
(Article in Journal of the Soexety of Compatahve Legislation, April, 
1919 Cf Imperial Unity, pp i45r5Z ) Tlus is perhaps due to the 
fact that he docs not seem to have r/cogmsed the pussibihty of securing 
complete cqualiiy of status by a'method which does not'involve thd 
formal alxilition of these legal powers—that is, by the adoption and 
development of the distinction between legal powtr and consfatutkmai 
right, as tile guiding principle oi the settlement 

* Ihe Australian Labour Party in 1918 added the following plank 
to its General I'latfurm " All Bills passed by Parhament to teoeive 
" assent on the advice of Australian Ministers." 
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" subjects everywhere *', and similar claims have been made 
by leading ronstilutional authoiities in the olhei Dominions 
Although these claims do not apjioai to be strictly valid, 
there is every reason why they should bo made valid by 
the enactment by the Bntish Parliament of bpccihc legisla¬ 
tion ■ That thi- question is of some practical imixirtance 
becomes cleai when we consider the question of merchant 
shipping Even in icccnt yeais the autonomy of Australia 
and New ZiMlnnd in thi' inattei of mirdiant shipping legisla¬ 
tion has b<‘(‘ii inti rtered wiMi iinncs essarily in two ways 
(r) by the provision foi tin insi rtioii of suspending clauses 
IP biirh ligislalioii , (a) by iln* denial to the Dominions of 
the powei pos>.(*sid bv (vi'y indi pendent state to conliol 
the movements ainl the t.iidilions ol its own legistereii 
shipping in any patt ot the worlil, piovuh d that this shipping 
IS npt ing.iged in tin* coasting iiade of anothti state Both 
these restrictions are iinneces-i.iry and should be n*moved » 
Thcie are also ciTtain liimtatioii-* on the poweis of the 
Dominions to amend thi’ir own ronstitutions, whuh will 
rcquiie to be reniovi'd fhesi' limitations aie not sciious 
except in the ca-.e of ('anada It is obvious that the present 
position when by the ('aiiadian const i tut ion cannot be 
altered, save in xruiior details, withoui calling on the Imperial 
Parhament, is thoroughly unsatisf.ictory, and will not be 
tolerated much longer by Canadian national feeling At the 
same tune the rLstiiclioii can be lemoved only when the 
Dominion and the Piovinces are able to agiec upon some 
system when by alterations can be made indi pendcntly of the 
Imperial Parliament Recent discu^^sions show that such an 
agreement is alitady in sight 

‘ Le/roy' Canadian Constitutional Law. quoted by Keith, J SC L , 
Apol, I9J9 , 

■ The Canadian Government ha^ recently proposed the Amendment 
of the Bntish North America Act gn such a way a& to remove tins 
temtonalreslnclion (Tinifs, March i, 1920) As Dr KuLhhaa pointed 
out {Ttmos, March 5, 1920), legislation of this f >1 n iOt<^i wimld require, 
if it 13 to be cfTcchvc, the formal abandonment of flic doctrine of the 
invalidity of Dominion laws on the ground ol then repugnancy with 
United Kingdom laws 

* Cf Imperial Untty, etc p <190 and ('h X 
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It has usually been assumed that the Dominions possess^ 
the constitutional nght of secession, and this assumption has 
not been seriously shaken by the recent denial by General 
Smuts of the constitutional right of South Afiica to secede 
fiom the Empire ‘ 

It has nut grneially boon realised that this emphatic denial^ 
which was repeated by General Smuts in his election addresses^ 
was really little more than a clever debating point, which 
succeeded in exasperating the Nationalists, but did little 
to deal up lh(' real issue It amounted m the end to httle 
mure than a di iiial that any legal nght of secession existed, 
a point whuh was hardly in dispute 

AftM diawing, m the earlier part of the debate, a clear 
distinctirin between legal power and constitutional right, 
making at the same tune a declaration of legislative inde- 
pendenct for South Africa, and after quoting the leply of Mr. 
Lloyd George to the Nationalist deputation to the efiect 
that " As one of the Dominions of the Bntish Commonwealth 
*' the South Afiican people control their own national destiny 
“ in the fullest sense,” General Smuts proceeded, quite illogic- 
ally, to aigue that seces'^ion would be ” unconstitutional,” 
and that the Crow'n still possessed the constitutional nght to 
” veto a ^LW for the si-cessioii of the Union from the Empire,”* 

'file weakness of the aiguinent from a constitutional point 
of view was not as obvious as it might have been, because, 
although couched in general terms, it was really aimed at the 
situation which w'uuld anse if the NatK^nalists, having gamed 
a bare majority in the Union Pailiamcnt, proceeded to carry 
through an act of st'cession in defiance of the wishes of the 
English minority The validity of a ” constitutional right 
of secession must of course depend upon the existence of a 
virtually unanimous demand As an answer to the claim of 
a umted South Africa, or of smy other Dominion, that it 

* Cf the subsequent admission by Mr. Bonar Law in the Home Bqle 

Debate (March 31, 1920) ; " There is not a man in this House , . 

" who would not admit that the conneuon of the Dominions with tlHl* 
*' Empire depends upon themselvss If the self-governing Dominums, 

*' Australia, Canada, chose to-morrow to say,-' We will no longer msdea' 
'* ' a part of the Bnlish Empire,' we would not try to force them.” 

* Debate on Peace Treaty Ca/v 2 'imer, September 13,1919. 
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right to secede, the argument was 
Worthless Its worthlessness was sliown very clearly three 
da3rs later when the spokesman of the Government (Mr Oe 
Wet), under pressure from Geneial Hertzog, further defined 
the position. Assuming the contention of General Smuts 
that the status of South Africa was equal to that of the 
United Kingdom, General Hertzog argued that since the 
British people had a right to declare a Republic to-morrow, if 
' they wished to do so, thcrefoio South Africa had the same 
right In reply, Mr De Wet admitt(‘d that the people of the 
United Kingdom could declare a Republic to-moiiow if they 
wished, but if they did so, it would be " unconstitutional "— 
it would be a " revolution *' Now no authority on the Butish 
Constitution would dream of denying that the British Parlia¬ 
ment, provided, of course, that it cleaily represented the wdl 
of the people on this punit, has the constitutional right to 
declare the United Kingdom a Republic If the King's veto 
were overndden, this miglit be desciibcd, in a narrow sense 
of the word, as a “ revolution," but the action itself could 
not rightly be uilUd unconstitutional, although th*' King's 
exercise of thi* veto powei would certainly be a violation of 
the constitution 
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VI JUDICIAL rgUALITY 

T/i/ Judicial C ommittec of the Privy Council 

The question of sccunng equality of nationhood with 
regard to judicial functions resolves itself into the 
question of the future of the Judicial Committee of the 
, Privy Council, which is the sole remaining judicial bond 
between the Dominions and the United Kingdom This 
body acts as the final Com t'of Appeal for appeals from all 
phrts of the Empire outside the United Kingdom Appeals 
from the United Kingdom go to the Hous(‘ of Lords, These 
two Courts of Appeal are piactically identical in perboniiel, 
but act independently of eiich other 
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The dis<;alisfaction felt by the Dominions with the working 
of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council has given rise 
to movements of leform in the di^'ection * (a) of giving the 
Dominions and India diiect representation on this body, and 
(6) of Cl eating a single [mpenal Court of Appeal, which would 
supersede both the Judicial Committee and the House of 
Lords, and would hear appeals from every part of the Empire, 
including the United Kingdom Some progress has been 
made in the first direction, but none in the second But the 
lallci aas been inadi* a piaitical issue bv tlie pas^ng of a 
resolntiim by lln‘ Impirial War Coiiferenct of 1918 calling 
uixiii llic Imperial Goveinnicnt nn<l the Dominion Govern- 
mints U) giVL jirompl <onsidc ration to the qiustion of cieating 
a single Tmpeiial Couit of Appial ^ 

'Ihe reasons given at the ('oiiftitnce by Mr Hughes, the 
Prime Minister of Anslialia, tor demanding the riplacing of 
the picsciit dual systi m b\ tin < oiislitution of a single Tmpeiial 
Court of AjJiieal w'eie (a) that tin Judicial Committee is 
infinor as a tiibun.d to tin House of Lords , (b) that the 
present system has woikid veiv badly fnun the point of view 
of the Dominions, because although ripeatedly called upon 
to d('al wjlh rasi's nqiining an intimate knowlidge of the 
Dominion constitutions and ol the general ronditums of life 
in the Dominions, the niembcis of lhi‘ Judicial C<jmmittec 
have, time after time, shrnvn thc-mselves to be lacking in 
this essential ii'spict , (c) that the establishment cf an 

Impiii.il ('onit of Apj'i ill IS the only way nf rcrojinling the 
Dominions to the continued cMstcnee of what is. lu his upinionj 
a valuable bond of Empiie Mr Hughes did not propose 
that the right of appeal should be enlarged bi'yond rts present 
dimensions, but that all < xisting appeals sliould go to a new 
Court, in the constitution of which full recognition should be 
lecoided lu the equal status of the Dominions Such a 
«ourt, being the only Court of Appeal for the whole Empire, 

^ As cve^ the most cursory reading of the d'^bate shows, this resola-' 
ion was merely a colourless coinptomisc, and in no way " approved " 
:he establishment of an Imperial Court of Appeal, as is wrongly stated 
3y the ff <11 C tffiimf/fe/foft for tqtS (p 13) I'or the ilcbate see Proeetd^ 
ng^. 1 -14-5 1 . '202-8 For a history of the question see Ptoreedtngs 

)f \nru)us Imperial Ccinfercnres, also Keith impetml Unity, Ch 16. 
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woiiJd, he suggested, symbolise its unity more effectively 
than the existing dual siystem ^ The resulting discussion 
^owed that, while most of tlio'^e present agreed with the 
diagnosis, few were prepared to accept the pioposed 
remedy Nor w as this reliu tance shown merely by Dominion 
Ministers. '* The dislike of the English Bar to any change 
" affecting the constitution of the final Court of Apix:al" • 
was lefkrtod by the very half-hearted attitude ot the I-ord 
Chancelloi towaids the proposal 
The re.isoii for tins leluctanri becomes clear wlu'ii we slmly 
the attitude of tlu Dcmiinions on the (jiKslioii of a])])t>.tt 
to the Privy t tmiieil In tin 1 ist geiicratioii oi so keling has 
steadily hardtned aq.nnst I Ik* uh-a of nppi als fiuni the 
Dominions being dialt witli by any <\l(inal ('oiiit The 
provision^ of the siiCLiS',ive Doniinioii constitutions with 
regaid to appeal-* to lli*' Judicial Committee an* a gofKl illus¬ 
tration of this tendency The Canadian Constitution hdt 
the right of appeal witli leg.iid L<» all questions, includ¬ 
ing conslitiitioual qiiislious, pr.n tii'illy iintomlied The 
Austialicin ( oii-ilitiiiion sought to cxelude the Jtidinal Com¬ 
mittee of (111 Piivy Council altogellu r, and afu i inui h discus¬ 
sion and negotiation in Lomlon, tlu di legates in rhaigc* of the 
Bill succccfled in seeuiiiig a clniise wlin Ii, in praclite, received 
constitutional questions for llu High ('ouit of Austidlia, 
and gave the Commonwealth Pai liamc nl powc i, under < 11 taiii 
conditions, to f).iss legislation lestncting thi light of appeal in 
any other dinction ' 'I he South African Consli tut ion went 
much fiirthd ft aimc'd at making the Siipnme Court of 
South Africa tin* tm.il ('ourt of Appeal for the* Union, and 
adopted provisions wdiidi practically abolislwd appeals to 
the Juchcial Committee * 

The opinions expressed by the Dominion statesmen in the 
debate of 1918 show' that this feeling against appeals to an 
external court is now strongA^ than cvtT in the Dominions 
Mr Hughes admitted that tin rt* w'as no demand in Australia 

• Proceedings, pp 115-52 • 

• Keith J S C L , April ion) 

3 The Comnuinwfi'rilth Constitution Ail ^7) 

• Keith Imperial Unitv pp S7J-t 
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» * * ' ,* J ft ^-j* *1 

for an Imperial Court of Appeal. *' But/* he sai^, 

" thing there i*) a strong demand for, and if a vote on it Could 
“ be taken, it would be carried overwhelmingly . that 
" there should be no appeal to the Privy Council or to any 
" Impenal Court of Appeal at all " * Sir Robert Borden 
expressed the view that the tendency in Canada " will be to 
" restrict appeals to the Pnvy Council rather than to increase 
them " , and one of his colleagues pointed out that there 
was a growing opinion in Canada that our own Courts sliould 
" be the final authority " ■ The only representative at the 
.ConlfTenre that expiessixl himself as thoroughly satisfied with 
the working of the system was the representative of India.* 
The only ronchision which it seems safe to diaw from this 
evidence is that the Dominions will not consi'iit to the creation 
of ail Impenal Court of Appeal, and that Dominion appeals 
to the Judicial Committee are likely bofoie long to cease 
altogether There aie weighty icasoiis for believing that such 
a devel<ipm<'nt would be an advantage rather than a disaster 
Ill the fust place it may be suggi*sted that the value of the 
Judicial Committee, or even of an Imperial Court of Appeal, 
as a symbol of unity, and as a mt ans of securing uniformity of 
l.iws, has been much over-eniphasiscd Tlie words which the 
Australian delegates used in 1900 of the Pnvy Council, apply 
wiih almost as much force to an Imperial Court of Appeal: 

" Tlie consciousness of kinship, the consciousness of a 
“ common blood and a common sense of duty, the pride of 
“ their race and histoiy, these are the Imk'^ of Empire , bonds 
“ which attach, not I onds which chafe When the Australian 
" fights for the limpue, he is inspiied by those sentiments; 
" but no patiiotism was ever inspired or sustained by any 
“ thought of the Pnvy Council.” Moreover, the idea that 
the pressure of an external court can bring about legal um^ 
foimity throughout the Empire seems to be based upon^A 
misconception* It assumes Itial the English common l^W 

I 

* ProctedM^s, pp 151-2 

* Ibid , pp 143 .ind 151 • 

“ Ibid . p 148 

* Cf Pollard Th^ CtitnmcmweaHh at 'War, Ch XVI PtoiinBor 
Pollard's implied analogy between the uiuficatiun of England by " tiw 
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is stilf the active factor in law making throughout thi- Plnipire 
Dr. Keith has disposed eilfectivcly of this miscuiireptinn. 
** The English common law," he says, " is so far fioin alive 
" in most parts of the Empire wIktc it is now in part embodied 
“ in statutes, in pait changed by legislation, that the function 
" of the Pnvy Council in maintaining uniformity of law is 
" not to be taken very ‘seriously " * The granting of Respon¬ 
sible Government meant in fact the giving up of the idea of 
secunng unifoimiLy of law by means of the action of a central 
court of appeal It meant that for the future the laws of 
each group of Colomes woulfl be moulded more and inoie Iv' 
the free action of its Jcgislatuies 

So fai as there is at present uniformity of law m the Biitish 
Group of States it is due, not so much to the activities of the 
Pnvy Council as an exlcrn.il unifying agent, as to the fact 
that the various legislatures and courts in developing the 
common stock of legal ideas have woiked more or less on 
parallel lines The gradual narrowing of the jurisdiction of 
the Pnvy Council, and the consequent declim* of its unifying 
power, has been maiktd by a steady increase of the practice 
adopted by the legislators and couits of the Group of study¬ 
ing, profiting by, and fiequcntly adopting, each other's legis¬ 
lative enactments and li gal decisions Uniformity of law is, 
of course, highly desirable in many diiectiuns, ('specially with 
regard to commcicial and social legislation, but the most 
effective means of sl c iiiing it i.s by the development of methods 

*' hanuneiing out 111 the Courts of a common English law " and the 
unifiiatiou of the Empire through the activities of tlie Vnvy Louncil 
16 not very convincing Paits of the Empire, such as India, have, no 
doubt, been unified to a large extent by the imposition over the whole 
country of a single legal system Moreo\ tr, the absence of free legisla¬ 
tures the dependent portions of the Empire has made It possible to 
secure a large degree of legal uniformity in those portions , but with tlie 
introduction of Responsible Government this umformity will at once 
b^n to disappear—despite the Pcivy Council The argument breaks 
down completely when it is applied to the Dominions where free and 
independent law making bodies exist 

* Jmpeftal UmW, p 37Q It should be rLiiiembered that even the 
existence for more than a century of a single legislature and a single 
final court of appeal for the United Kingdom hai. not succeeded in 
.Securing umformity of law for England, Scotland, and Ireland 
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already adopted —though in a very partial and half-hearted 
way—by tho Bntisli Commonwealth Those methods are 
(i) direct conference between the leaders of the bodies resjfon- 
siblefot lawmaking, and (2) the pooling of legislative, adminis¬ 
trative and judicial experience 
In the next place it is impossible to feel that the Dominions 
would not be a great deal better oft, and certainly a good deal 
more content, if they rcsolvid to settle finally for themselves 
all the questions which now go to the Privy Council for deci¬ 
sion Th(se questions fall into three gioiips * («) ronstitu- 
.^«onal questions , (h) qii< s ms involving a special knowledge 
of Dominion coiiditiorn , (r) general questions w'hich involve 
no special knowledge of Dominion conditions There is no 
reason why qiu si 10ns of tin. third class should not be dealt 
with as effectively by tlu Supreme or High Courts of the 
Dominions as by the Judicial (aimrnittce The reasons for 
settling m the Dominion epu stioiis of the lirst two classes are 
much stronger There is no doubt of the strong feeling in 
Austnilia and Canada tluit only an Austiali.in or Canadian 
Court should be <‘ntnisled with the great pow’ei of moulding 
the national hf»' wTiuh is involved in the pow'er to 
intcrpiet a federal constitution Mi Hughes expressed an 
opinion which iS genu illy liekl in Aiislialia when he asserted 
that the Judicial Committee " has not proved a satis¬ 
factory ti ibunal" in n lation to its decisions on the 
Commonwealth Constitution—a constitution which, it must 
be renitmbeied, was l.iigi'ly based on ilie Amejican 
model He pointed oui that amongst all the eminent 

Judges on the Committee Ihcie w'us not " a single 
" man who is intimately familiar w'ltli this Constitutional 
document The ruoid of the Judicial Committee 

with regard to the Canadian Constitution apjx^ais to have been 
little better * It is obvious that lack of familiarity with the 
actual woiking of the Duminv)li Constitutions makes mere 
book knowledge <)f them of little practical value It will 

* a Ewart An Imperial Couft of Appeal (1918), p 2 

* Proceedings, p 1^7 A number of instances of unsatisfactory 
decisions arc given 

^ Cf the evamplea collected by Ewai t op ri/, pp 0-13 
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hardly be disputed by anyone who is familiar with the actual 
working of any of the Donimion federal systems that the only 
body to whom their interpretation can safely be cntrustid 
IS the Supiemc Couit or the High Court of the Dominion 
The same difficulty of the lack of an intimate knowledge of 
local doiidiiioiis makes a Dominion Court a more suitable 
body than the Judicial Commitlte to deal with the second 
class of <iuestioiis It is no doubt true that the difficulty of 
intimate contact with Dominion conditions would be to a 
certain extent ovcicome by thi creation of a leprcsentalive 
Imperial Couit of Appeal, which bj* working in divisions could, 
visit each Duiiiiiiion foi a ceitciiii penod each year to decide 
Dominion appeals ^ But tlure is little doubt that the people 
of the Doiiiimons would rigti'd such a perainbulatory Court 
of Appeal as a quite muucts^.uy mleift'rent'* with their 
autonomy in judicial matters, as a bond which chafed rather 
than a band which attached 

It lb useless to Ignore the widcspiead feeling amongst the 
working classes of the Dominions that the complication and 
the expense of the modem judicial system tells heavily in 
favour of the iich litigant as against the pool I'his feeling 
applies especially to the light of appeal to the Privy Council 
The delay and tremendous exiicnse mv'olvi'd in an appeal to 
this distant body, though a source of some saiisfaction to the 
lawyer, puts the individual or the association with limited 
means at an inlolerabh* disadvantage, when comparc’d with 
the wealthy individual oi llie wealthy corporation Moieover, 
there is possibly some little ground lor the suspicion sometimes 
expressed in Auslialia and Canada lh«it the right of appeal 
to the Pnvy Council may woik unduly in fav’our of what the 
Sydney Bulletin used to call " John Bull Cohen," that is to 
say, the English monic d m tercst. llicrc is at any i ate a certain 
amount of evidence that it is partly in the interests of the 
English investor that the Bfitisli Government has fought so 
tenaciously to preserve the right of appeal to the Pnvy 

V This has been suggested by Loltd Haldane, and has the support 
of Dr Keith Imperial Unity, pp 384-38S The latter even goes so 
lax as to suggest that the Dominion Supreme nr High Courts should 
Sjanender then merely appellate jurisdiction " to the new body 
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CouncU Mr Chamberlain quite plainly told the deie^t^, 
in chaigc of the Australian Commonwealth Bill that the Bnti^ ' 
Go\crnmcnt felt it was its duty to look at the question Of 
appeal from the point of view of the very large class of 
" pel sons interested in Australian sceuntics oi Austrahan 

undertakings who are domiciled in the United Kingdom ** * 
111 ^re IS little doubt that one of the pnncipal motives which ■ 
induced the Australian Labour Parly in 1918 to add to its 
General PUtform the new clause " The Austrahan High 
" Court to be the final Court of Appeal ” was the desire to secure 
dor the Australian jicople greater equality in matters of justicCj 
and to enalile them to exercise a firmer contiol over the 
absiiitee capitalist 

Ihe conclusion of the argument seems to be that the 
Biitish Commonwealth neither needs nor desires a central 
Couit of Appeal, and that tlic Dominions should take steps 
to secure, as part of their constitutional independence, full 
power to abolish appeals to the Privy Council, or to limit them 
out of existence. Even if appeal to the Privy Council 
disappi'ared so far as the Dominions were concerned, it would 
still remain for India and those dependent portions of the 
Empiic, W’hich remain under the control of the United King¬ 
dom , though even here the juiisdiction of the Pi ivy Couiial 
woukl be threat(‘ned by the growth of Responsible Govern¬ 
ment 


Machimry of Arhnratvn 

But the Bntisli Commonwealth has ccitam positive needs 
which this merely negative conclusion would leave unsatis¬ 
fied In the first place it needs some regular machinery of 
arbitration to deal with such disputes between the varioi^ 
members of the Group as are of a justiciable nature, and are 
provided for m the ordinary'treaties of arbitration between 
foreign countnes A permanent Court of Arbitration of this*’ 
' Quoted by Ewart, op. ett , p. 26. 
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kuid WonM be opetii hkc the Permanent Court of International 
Justice to be established under the League of Nations, to 
cases brought by States^ and not to cases brought by indivi¬ 
duals ; but each State would have the right to make the case 
of one of its nationals its own case before the Court The 
functions of a Court of Aibitraiion might be performed either 
by a completely remodelled Judicial Committee of the Privy 
^uncil having as permanent and available members eminent 
judges from all the Dominions, or possibly by " a special 
" Committee which might consist, in part, of high legal 
"officials, and in j>ait of stallsinen chosen from the Unitc^ 
" Kingdom and the Dominions 


Cutjormtfy of Lcgislaiwn 


In th( set ond j^lace the Empire m cdi far gical»*i uniformity 
of legislation with legoid to such matters as naturalisation, 
copynglil, migiation, shipping, and the numerous other 
questions in which the interdependence of modem com¬ 
munities makes uniformity necessary Such uniformity can 
only be obtained by a large extension of the method already 
adoptt'd—that is, conference between legislatures, and the 
framing by the IiniK'tial Conference, or an “ Imperial 
Assembly,” of Bills whidi may be adopted at will by the 
respective legislatures. 

* Kcitb Imf>erial Unitv, pp 165-O, cf also p 38S Dr Keith 
suggests that tho scope of such a court should be coufiiicd " to deiiiuto 
"complaints by one Dominion against another, or by the United 
Kingdom against a Dominion, or vice versa, of injury inflicted upon 
" a Bntnh subject belonging to one part of the Empire in some other, 
" under circumstances which, in ffit^rnational law, would afford a cause 
claim for damages The institution of such a form of procedure 
" would only be another recognition of the obvious fact that the 
" position of the self-governing Dommons tenf'>3 lu .111 ever-increasing 
degree to be assimilated to that of foreign states, while the choice 
*' of tribunal w’ould be a sign of the other essential fact, the real umty 
'" of the Empire." p. 1O6.J 
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The Pooling of LigiitlaUvc, AdmmistraUve and Judicial 

E\pcrtence 

Thu third, and peihaps the greatest, need of the Bntish 
ConiJiiciiiwealth is the pooling of legislative, administrative 
and judicial experience There aic, in this Society of States, 
a vast number of legislatuies, administrative departments 
and courts, all occupitd with much the same problems. It 
is obvious that their work would be considerably lightened, 
diat much time might be sa\cd and many mistakes avoided, 
il they had some ellertive means of pooling all the knowledge 
and expel leiicc gaineil by each legislature, adinimstiativc 
department and court, so that this could be shared by all the 
others Aheady, preparatory to the enactment of legislatum 
dealing W'lth piirticular problems, steps are frequently taken 
both by the United Kingdom and the Dominions to abccrtain 
what lias been done to deal with similar problems in various 
paits of thi‘ Empire and in other countries The recent 
Machinery of Government Committee has emphasised " the 
" duty of investigation and thought as preliminary to 
" ac Lion . It appears to us that adequate provision has 
" not been made in the past for the organised acquisition of 
" facts and information and for the systematic application 
" of thought as preliminary to the settlement of policy and 
" its subsequent admimstiation They recommend, thero* 
fore, the development of an Intelligence staff as part of the 
zquipmcnt of each administrative Department Besides con- 
iuctmg special inquiries into matLcrs alfecling the business 
Df the Department, and maintaining a Departmental Library, 
:ho Committee rcconimend that the staff should undertake 
' the continuous study of the methods of administratloa 
' prevailing in regard to the same subject matter in otiier 
' parts of the United Kingdopi (where a separate system of 
' administration prevails), in the Empire, and in foreign 
'countries*'* It has recently been suggested that much 
iverlappmg and duphcation vrould be saved if the legal 

* (Cmd 9230), p 6 

* Ilnd , p 25 
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research work of these various departmental staffs were done 
by some central co-ordinating body whose business it would 
be (i) to organise legal research work; (2) to maintain a 
centr^ law hbrary which would make available to the Depart¬ 
ments and to bona fide students Statutes, Ordnances, Law 
Reports, and other material, contributed gratuitously by each 
part of the Empire, (3} to disseminate the results of legal 
research work ' 

These recommendations and this suggestion, though 
intended to apply to, or to serve the needs of, the United 
Kingdom, obviously apply also to the Dominions Each 
Dominion requires departmental Intelligence staff'^ ami 
probably some central co-01 vliii.ition of this Intelligeiico work, 
at least on tlie side of legal O'seaich Each Dominion rcquiie-a 
also, just as much as the United Kingdom a cential I-aw 
Library containing the statutes, law repoits and other 
mateiial, all supplied giutiutously by each part of the Empire, 
and containing also similar material from the United States 
and the duel foreign countries 
But there is a great deal in the way of gathering and 
co-ordinating inhjrmation with legaid to the legislative, 
admimstrativi- and judicial experience (»f the whole Einpin', 
which could be done much moie elit^ctively by some cvntial 
joint legal information bureau, acting on behalf of tin* whole 
Empire, than by each member of the Group attempting to 
do this difficult and costly work on its own behalf, and with¬ 
out lefnence to the similar woik being done by the other 
members 

ITie only body which has done effcctiwi work in gathering 
and co-oidm<iliiig mfoiniation is the Society of Comjuialive 
Legislation, which was founded 111 1H91 " with the object 
** of piumotmg knowledge of tlie coiuse of legislation in 
" different countries, more particularly in the sevcial parts 
of Her Majesty's Domiinoits^ and m the United States "■ 

^ Art on " Imperial Unity and L.egal Research." l>y C E A Bcdwcll, 
in JoHmul 0/ /4e i>octi ty of C omparative Legislation, Janutii y, i<j jo Mr 
Bedwell has further developed the InfperJal auU inibrii.iiional aspects 
in on article in the Yale Law Journal, March, ii>Jo 

- See an article by Sir Courtenay llbort. one of the luimderb of the 
Society, in United Empire, July, 1^15 

' 18 
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The originnl intention of the Society to establish branches 
throughout the Empire does not seem to have been earned 
out, ^ but its membership includes " Government Departments 
" and Libraries m all the Dominions, India and the Crown 
"Colonies, State and Unncrsily Libranes m the United 
" States, Chambers of Commerce and voluntary organisations 
" at home, besides individual subsenbers, by no means 
" confined to the legal profession, in all parts of the world."* 
Its mam activity has been the publication of its invaluable 
quartfily Journal, and its annual levicw of legislation, 
which make dvailabh' the more important jiart of the informa¬ 
tion which the Society gathers But it is probable that the 
task of gathering and systematising the necessary information 
IS so comjilex and expensive tlnit it is beyond the strength 
of any voluntaiy society, how'ever encigclic and public 
spirited. What the situation seems to demand, theiefore, 
IS the creation of a joint Impcnal Legal Information Bureau 
to do the kind of work now done by the Society of Compara¬ 
tive Legislation, but on a much more extensive scale It is 
possible that this Society might form the basis of the new 
Bureau, which m any case w’ouUl need to w'oik in close 
conjunction w’Uh <in> reiitKil en-ordiiiiitmg body for legal 
reseaich c‘^tablishe(l for tlv United kingdom ^ 


MI HIE COLONIAL OFMCE 

The great emjihasis Liid bj^ Dcmiinion statesmen at the 
Imperial War Conference of 1918 on tin pimeijile of equality 
of status, and their refcienccs to the Colonial Ofhee, have, 
made it abundantly clear that the time has come, cither 
for the abolition of that office in its present form, or at U'ast 

^ One branch survives in the Bahamas 

* J Si L , January, 1920. 

The Empire ParLamentary Association has just Licgun to publish 
a regular Journal of 'he Patliaments of the Emptte. wluch will be a 
valuable record of legislation tliroughout the Empire 
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for lU complete reorganisation. Mr Hughes, the Prifne 
Minister of Australia, desenbed it as an anachronism, and 
demanded its abolition and the tiansfcr of its functions 
(which he d('scribod as " m«Toly those of an unnecessary 
'* conduit pipe ") to the Hnlish Prime Minister ^ 

The resulting discussion showed that the functions of the 
Colonial Office were necessary and valuable, but that it was 
hardly m accord with the new status of the Dominions that 
these functions should be performed by an office which 
actually governed di'pendencies like Nigeria and Hong 
Kong One of the values of the debate was that it helped to 
scatter sonu' of the mist of im'iudice which has surroundiitl 
the Coloni.il Oflire, anil to u veal it as an Office perfoimmg 
very useful fnninons It his not always been realised in 
the Dominion.'^, that since the Colonial Secretary ccasi’d, wilh 
the giant of kesj-Minsible Government, to act as an adminis¬ 
trative official towards the Dominions, he has not been 
merely a useless and nutating anachronism, but has in fart 
been performing n 0 tt' jHnct\on\ with K'gaid to them, 
which have been of great v'alue His woik has been to cany 
on diplomatic negotiations with thi' new nations, and to 
co-ordinate the lel.itions of the vaiious minibeis of the 
British Gioup of Stales with the Mother Coimtij^ and wilh 
one another Just .is the various Goveiiimenl IXpaitmeiits 
which come into cont.iet with foieign states work thioiigh 
the Foreign Olhce, .is a kind of clearing-hoiise of foreign 
relations, so tin* Col.nnal Olilce acts as a cli’anng-lioiise and 
an agent for all the Deiiaitmeiits—the AdrmraIt3^ the War 
Office, (he Bo.iid of Tiadc, the Foreign Oihee. the India 
Oftire, the Mimstiy ol Munitions, and so foith—which have 
relations wilh the Dominions It is obvious that tliesi* 
co-oidin.itiiig functions will still have to be ranioil out m the 
future, though the necessity for them may be somewhat 
diminished by the development of machinery foi diiccl 
negoiiaiion between heads of l^epartments 
The practical question which will have to b(' decided is 
By what Dcpaitmcnt should tlft-sc co-ordinatiiig tunctions 
be performed ^ One thing seems clear Dominion public 
^ Debate on ' Cliannelb ui Criiimiimr.itiun," pp 
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opinion will demand that Dommion relations with the United 
Kingdom should no longer be dealt witli by an othce which 
continues to bear the unpopular name of the Colonial Office. 
We have Dr Keith’s authoiity for saying that, if the 
Dominions ically wish it, there should not be " the slightest 
" difficulty about the division of the Colonial Office If 
this division is made, two courses are open * (i) The 
Dominions Department of the Colonial Office may be made a 
separate department, called perhaps the Department of 
Imperial (or Dominion) Affairs, and presided ovei by a new 
.Ministei, the Secictary of State for Imperial Affairs, oi 
(i) the Dominions Department may be placed cither dncctly 
or indirectly under the control of one of the cxi&ting Buti«h 
Ministi los 

The pioposal which has hitherto found most favoui with 
Dominion statesmen, from the time of the Impciial Confer¬ 
ence of 1911, when it was first brought forward, is that the 
Dominions Department should be placed under the control 
of the Bnlish Prime Minister The discussions which took 
place in 1918 seem liiially to have discredited this proposal. 
The burden of work on the shoulders of the Pnme Mimstor 
IS already so tremendous—greater than any one m.in can bear 
satisfdctoiily—that the tiansfercnce of the Dominions 
Department to his " care " would simply mean in practice 
taking it away from a ii'sponsiblu Minister (the Colonial 
Secretary) and handing it over to a few irresponsible officials. 
It IS probably tht‘ ptfception of this fact which has led to the* 
lecimt suggestion tlial the Dominions Dtpaitment should 
be pl.icf'd undei tht charge of the Lord Piesident of the 
(Pri\y) Council Although this Minister is without normal 
depaitmenlal duties, he alieady has charge of the Depart¬ 
ment of Scientific and Industrial Research (winch is becoming 
a co-ordinating body for the Empire), and also of the Imperial 
Mineral Resources Bureau, one«ot the most impoitant of the 

^ Impcnal Unity, p 365 “ Tho status of the Dominions," 

Or Keith adds " is doubtless lo^'ered in the eyes of thoughtful people 
" by then being hnked in the same olficc with the Crown Colonics." 
Lord Milner, as Secretary of State for the Colonies, has on several 
occasions expressed similar vievs (c g . Speeih, April 10, 19x9) 
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inter-Impenal joint bodies ^ Either this suggestion or the 
proposal for a new Department of Imperial Affairs would 
meet the difficulty Tlicre would be nothing to prevent the 
continuance of the practice adopted in 1918 whereby Dominion 
Pnme Ministers are allowed to send communications on 
questions of " cabinet importance ” direct to the British 
Pnme Minister. 


The Govetnoy-Gcniral att Viciroy * 

Wialcvci liaj^pcns to thi' t'olonial Uffice, it is cleai that the 
present practice wherebj' tlie Governor-General is appointed 
by* and is responsible to, the Colonial Office must be discon¬ 
tinued It was suggested by the Austrahaii Pnme Minister 
at the Imperial War Conference of igi8 that he should be 
"appointed by, and responsible to, the Prime Miiustei's 
" office.''* It Jb li.irdly likely that the Dominions will tolerate 
such appointments unless they arc made in consultation with 
the Donunioii Goveinments, or even on their nomination. 
Dominion subjects being perhaps made eligible foi nomina¬ 
tion “ Moreover, it was intimated at the debate m 1918 that 
formal recognition must be given to the fact that in practice 
the position of the Governor-General is now that of a Viceroy 
As General Smuts lias said recently, the Govcrnor-Geneial 
" should be Ihe representative of the King and nothing else "* 
This may involve a change of name It will certainly involve 
a strict recognition of the rule that the Governor-General 
should act in all cases, even tin* most trivial, as a constitu¬ 
tional monarch, that is, solely upon the advice and responsi¬ 
bility of his Ministers 

* Tho present holder of the oiheo also represents the U K on the 
Council of tho League 

* Proceedings, pp 15O-G0 

* Cl the othcial announcement b'^ the Gov • nirnent 1 f Victoria ol 
the strong feehng in Australia that “ in future, in place of a Governor 
" being sent from hngUinrl the office might be occupied by an Austraban 
"Lieutenant-Governor” {Times, July ii. 1919) 

,* Times, June zb. 1920 
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The changes involved in the strict recognition of this rule 
go deiixr than is generally realised The Governor-General 
IS at jirtsent the representative of the Biitish Government 
as i\oll as of the King—that is, he combines the functions of an 
ambassador as well as those of a vicfToy He acts as a channel 
of r ommunication bet'weeii the British and the Dominion 
Governments, keeping the former in touch with and repre¬ 
senting its wishes to the latter Hence the spectacle of a 
Gov ernoi-General dutifully acccjitmg the policy of his 
constitutional advisers, whilst at the same time wnting 
Iwiined despatthes to the Bnlisli Governmt'iit informing them 
vt the policj’, and perliajis snggtsting that liny should bnng 
prcssuie to bcai to secure its modification ni c eitain paiticulars 
where il may affect Biitish mteiests What the situation 
clearly demands is that the Govi nioi-(ji‘iu i al should be 
shorn of Ins iimbassadoiial fiinrtums. .ind that these’ should 
be lianshrred to a British High (cnnmissionu accredited 
to the Dominion Gom iiinn*nt as the diplomatic ic pi esc illative 
of the United Kingdom 


VTII CONILUSIUN 

It IS iinpossiblf to answi r in an alieady o\i igiown chaptei 
the riiluisms which aie likely to b'’ rais< d against thiv 
pmjxjsals Some i-f the moic important of the ciiticisms are 
dealt with m the succeeding ehaptei, but a woid or two 
must be said In re 

In answci to the question, " Will the system work ? ” 
it may be pointed out that it has alieady been working— 
m an incomplete form since the development of the Dominions 
into federal states, and m a iqpch more complete form from 
ICJ17 to the present time The proposals made amount to 
little more in the end than a ratioiialisiition of the existing 
system and a leshaping of it*to meet the new conditions 

Tlip solution proposed may not be perfectly logical, but 
the claini may at least be made for it that it is more logical 
and etiherrnt than any solution yet pioposcd, which takes 
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account of the cxi<^ting'political and <iocial conditions m the 
British Commonwealth, and at the same time makes an honest 
attempt to face the real difficulties of the problem of iiitcr- 
Impenal relations The solution has been devised not to 
meet a situation which may arise a hundiod yi-ars hence, but 
to provide for a situation which exists at present, and is likely 
to remain subsliuitially unchanged for at least a genciation 
or more—a situation of which the three pivotal points are: 

(1) that Imperial Federation undei existing social and 
political conditions is im])racticablc and undesirable, 

(2) that fonnal disruption eiiually undesirable, (j) that the 
demand of the Duniimoiis toi equal status and partnerslSip 
is jnstihed and must be met Thi* aim of this chaptei has 
been to link up these poJlll^ in the simplest possible figure. 



CHAPTER X 


THE MACHINERY OF CO-OPERATION 

I. THE PURPOSE OF THE BCACHINERY 

% 

T he principles governing the future development of 
the machinery of co-operation required by the JBritish 
Commonwealtli were laid down in the latter part of 
the Constitutional Resolution of 1917. After emphasising 
that the readjustment of the constitutional relations of Great 
Britain and the Dominions should be based on a recognition 
of the principle of equality of nationhood in foreign affairs 
(as in all other matters), the resolution declares that this 
readjustment should provide "effective arrangements for 
" continuous consultation in all important matters of common 
" Imperial concern, and for such necessary concerted action, 
" founded on consultation, as the several Governments may 
" determine.” 

The key-phrase in this quotation is " continuous consulta- 
" tion.” To this it is necessary to add the word " cabinet,** 
because the experience of the last thirty years has sliown that 
nothing less than continuous cabinet consultation will meet 
the requirements of the situation. The success of the 
machinery of co-operation established by the British Common¬ 
wealth during this period was due to the discovery that 
the only satisfactory method of securing concert between 
Governments is by means of, ^lirect personal conference 
between the leading members of those Governments. If we 
accept the principle that in the last resort the separate Govern¬ 
ments shall retain power to dedde whether they will of'will 
not co-opeiate in any given matter, it is hard to escape .the' 
conclusion that the interposition between the Governments: 

280 
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yof £uay lK)dy» not an integral part of them, which is charged 
'-^th important political functions, but is unable to cany 
wt any dedsion it may tentatively arrive at save through the 
'^vemments. will ineritably result in friction and deadlock. 
-Sudi an interposed body can only take one of two forms. 
It mi§^t be an dected body--^ body, that is, likely to 
challenge the authority of the Governments by setting its 
, mandate against theirs. Or it might be a Council of Diplo- 
matic Agents (for example, the present Hig^ Commissioners). 
But it is unthinkable that any return should be made by the 
British Commonwealth to the diplomatic method which it 
partially abandoned when it established the quadrenniA 
Imperial Conference, and which, during the latter years of 
the War, it almost entirely superseded by the use of the 
method of direct conference between Cabinet Ministers. In 
the future, therefore, we may assume that the continuous 
consultation between the Governments spoken of in the Reso¬ 
lution of 1917 will be by means of direct personal conferences 
between Ministers of the Cabinets concerned. 

But it must not be taken too readily for granted that the 
peoples of the Dominions, or even their Governments, realise 
the supreme necessity of making consultation both continuous 
and personal. Apparently not even the events of the war 
and of the first year of peace have been sufficient to drive 
home this necessity. Continuous personal consultation 
between the Governments, which was in operation during the 
making of peace with Germany, that is. till about the autumn 
of 1919. has since then been abandoned, its place being taken 
by the unsatisfactory method of communication by mail and 
cable. The serious consequences of this abandonment have 
not been generally realised in the Dominions. In the fram¬ 
ing of tlic Peace Treaty with Germany the Dominion Govem- 
.inents took full part, but they took no direct part in the later 
.'stages of the negotiations wlHich led to the Peace Treaties 

wi& Austria, witli Bulgaria, and with Turkey.* Here, 

* * 


^ \ * Since these words were written, iftr. Rowell baa replied thus to a 
'’etanilar^ctiticism in the Canadian House during the debate uo the Treaty 
i'lritb Bulgaria ; " . . . The principal terms of the Treaty wore settled 
Wlule the Itime Minister and his colleagues were in EagUnd. although 
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although they missed most of the substance of equality; 
they were earful to observe its fonns. They ^tach^ th^ 
signatures to these treaties, submitted them to their Par]ia>' 
ments for approval, and advised their ratification by the 
Crown. By these acts they pledged themselves to accept 
full responsibility for international agreements in which' 
there may be sown the seeds of future wars involving the 
Dominions as members of the British Group, but in the making 
of which the Dominions took no active share. 

Once more, therefore, under the pleasant mask of a new 
formal status of equality, the old status of dependence has 
been raising its head. The peoples of the Dominions are 
being committed by the British Government, as in the past, 
to important international agreeinents by which they are 
bound, but in the making of which they have taken no real 
part. In the li^t of these recent events, the consequence 
of the abandonment of the practice of continuous consultation 
is plain. Continuous consultation is absolutely essential 
to the full realisation of the principle of equality of status. 
Unless the Dominions are represented by Dominion Ministers 
in a frequently meeting conference of Governments, unless 
Ministers representing all the Cabinets of the Group meet 
whenever necessary to decide the line of action to be taken 
by t!ic Leader of the Group in the Council of the League of 
Nations—the Dominions will in fact become mere depen^^ 
dencics, not only in the British Empire, but also in the League 
of Nations. Equality of status is a giant's robe which cannot 
be filled without constant effort on the part of the Dominions. 
Die main effort required now is the provision of means for 
continuous personal cabinet consultation between their Govern¬ 
ments and the Government of the United Kingdom. 

The question whether or not the British peoples have 
political machmeiy to enable them if the need arises to speak 
at once and with one voice, ie'not an academic question. If 
that macliinery had existed m 1914, and the will expressed. 
in the first week of August ^ould have b^n voiced a few days 

“ the final form and execution were delasred pending the completion 
** of negotiations' for the German and Austrian Treaties.** Han$ar4i 
LV, p. 52a. 
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earlier, war might have been averted. On the question whether 
ih seme one week in the future it is possible to speak together 
and in time, may hang the decision as to whether or not the 
East is to follow the West into the melting pot, perhaps 
bringing about the final collapse of human civilisation: 

Before we can determine the exact fonn which the 
machinery of co-operation should take, it is necessary to 
re>state briefly the purpose for which it will exist. Its pur¬ 
pose will be to enable the peoples of the British Conunon- 
wealth to approach as closely as possible to their ideal of the 
good life—that is, the life which makes possible the fullest 
development of human personality, 'fhe machinery must 
be based upon a recognition of the fact that interdependence 
is now the dominating factor in modem civilisation, and that 
even the most trivial issues of domestic policy have become 
also issues of foreign policy. It will therefore be designed 
to enable tlie peoples of the British Commonwealth to order 
'and control their internal and external relationships in such a 
way as to secure the maximum possible advantage and the 
minimum possible disadvantage from this factor of inter¬ 
dependence. The machinery will not cxbt primarily for high 

policy and defence ; because these, however important, 
must be rcganled, not as primary, but as secondary matters. 
Defence implies something to defend: the flares which we 
call high policy spring from tlie ordinary stuff of international 
relations. The machinery will therefore be concerned first 
with this complex of everyday relationships. Hence, the 
Conferences of Cabinets must be regarded as primarily con- 
' fercnccs bctw'cer the Ministers most concerned with relation¬ 
ships of this character, and not as primarily conferences 
between the Foreign Secretaries of the Group and the Ministers 
' who control its Armies, Navies, and Air-forces, together with 
' a few Prime Ministers and Finance Ministers thrown in to 
keep up appearances and to ^ovide the necessary funds. 

This latter concoction is not uncommon, but it is dangerous 
•and mischievous ; it is the conception of tlic Imperialist who 
-'regards the Empire as mainly an association of states 
.for mutual self-aggrandisement, instead of as an organisation 
whose sole justification in the last resort is its value as a 




means of dcvelopiiig human personality. , This i$ not to say 
that co-operation in defence and foreign policy (in, the con¬ 
ventional sense of the term) is not of great importance and. 
will not provide many difficult problems for solution. It is 
merely that these matters must be regarded, not as things 
in themselves, but as the consequences of other and more 
important things—that the British Commonwealth must be 
regarded, not as existing primarily to cure the diseases of 
international society (though this will be one of its functions), 
but to make that society healthy and capable of resisting 
those diseases.^ 

‘ It is clear that in order to fulfil adequately this broad general 
purpose the British Commonwealth will require :* 

(1) An Imperial Conference which shall meet frequently, 
shall be attended by the Prime Ministers (or other leading 
Ministers) of the respective Cabinets, for the purpose of deal¬ 
ing with the more important and more general questions of 
policy, and shall be equipped with a permanent Secretariat 
composed of officials appointed by the respective Govern¬ 
ments. 

(2) Regular Subsidiary Conferences between the Ministers 
responsible for particular functions of government, e.g.. 
Public Health or Education (or between experts nominated 
by tliese Ministers), for the purpose of discussing questions if 
policy inunediately relating to the execution of these functions- 

(3) ^ system of joint bodies or bureaux, manned by civil 
servants or experts appointed by the vanous Governments 
of the Group—for tlie collection of information and the 
pooling of the knowledge and experience of the whole Em^nre 
on particular questions or functions of government; fpr 
research; for the co-ordination of policy, and for the under-' 
taking of definite pieces of intcr-Imperial administrative work. 

(4) A network of voluntary assodations of various kiii^a. - 
linking up tlie peoples of the \}roup and dealing with the' 
numerous functions—political, social and economic—^lying^ 
outside the normal range of 'governmental action. 

(5) As a means of focusing public opinion and of exerting. 

* See on this question Ch. VI, § 7. 

* See Diagram on p. 328. , . , y 
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a^i^sure bf popular control over these bodies—as a means,. 
.'tfot is, of preventing the Imperial Conference becoming a more 
of. less irresponsible oligarchy, and the new inter-imperial 
civil service an irresponsible bureaucracy—^the British 
Commonwealth will require a representative Imperial 
Assembly, preferably an Assembly composed of delegations 
from the Parliaments of the Group, a Conference of Parlia¬ 
ments to balance the Conference of Governments. 


II. THE IMPERIAL CONFERENCE' 

The fact that the various states of the British Commonwealth 
are so widely separated by distance, makes it impossible 
for the IMme Ministers to attend very frequent meetings of 
the Imperial Conference. It was decided in 1917 that the 

Imperial Cabinet should meet at least once annually; 
and for the purpose of filling in the gap between the plenary 
meetings the expedient of Resident (or Visiting) Ministers 
was agreed upon in the following year'. These Ministers, 
it was decided, should represent tlicir respective Prime 
Ministers ** at meetings of the Imperial War Cabinet to be 
“ held regularly between the plenary sessions."* This 
expedient—which unfortunately has not yet been put success¬ 
fully, into operation ^—^was the outcome of more than ten 

* The term " Imperial G>nfcTence has been adopted hero aii a 
more appropriate description of a conference of Ministers from different 
Cabinets than the term " Imperial Cabinet." The latter term is 
objected to in the Dominions as implying a policy of centralisation. 
"A cabinet implies a single state with a single policy; a conference 
" implies distinct and independent bodies."—Professor O. D. Shelton, 
'■in an article published by the Canadian Council of Agriculture (the 
Farmers' Parly), 

’.•'Cf. above, Ch. VII, pp. 175-9. 

,' * Foe a year from the summer of 1919 the Dominions were content 
to 'be represented by officials and telegrams. The Minister sent by 
Ausbalia (Mr. Watt) in 1920 resigned. The opportunity of combining 
the offices of Cabinet minister and High Commissioner in the person 
Of Sir James Allen (N.Z.) was lost. aHence the ludicrous spectacle of 
j^<,re^ved “ British Empire Delegation " (in Juno, 1920), consisting 
'."of a, crowd of British Ministers, whilst the Dominions were " repre- 
" by two High Commissioners (Canada and N.Z.). 
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years* discussion as to the best method of securing continuous 
consultation during the interval between the meetings of the 
Prime Ministers; and no better means has yet been suggested' 
of bridging the gap between the Conferences. It may 
therefore be assumed that the expedient of the Resident, 
Minister will be adopted as a regular part of the machinery of 
co-operation. 

The whole question of the frequency of the attendance of 
the Prime Ministers at the Imperial Conference is fluid. 
Although at present biennial visits may be all that is possible 
for tlic Prime Ministers from the more distant Dominions, 
the extremely rapid expansion of transport facilities by sea, 
and above all by air, may soon make it possible for them to 
come once a yeai' or even more often. It is not too much to 
say that the successful crossing of the Atlantic by aeroplane 
and by air-ship, and the successful consummation of the 
flight to Australia, bring very close the time when the 
Dominion Ministers attending Imperial Conferences from 
Australia and New Zealand will travel more safely and 
comfortably by airship than they do now by sea, and will 
occupy only a fraction of the five or six weeks of valuable 
time which the journey at present consumes. Even if the 
airship is left out of account, there is little doubt that by 
utilising the new transcontinental railway, and by employing 
a vessel specially designed for the purpose, the time taken to 
travel from Melbourne to London could be considerably 
reduced. Speed gained in these ways will cost money, but 
the cost will l^e as nothing compare<I to the moral and material 
advantages which the Dominions will gain by the successful 
assertion of their rightful places in thi‘ councils of the British - 
Commonwealth and of th'^ League of Nations. 

On the side of communications, as well as on the side of 
transport, it is likely that in the near future the conditions^' 
of international government the method of cabinet con*-, 
fcrenccs will be revolutionised. The Atlantic Has already bcim 
bridged by means of the wireless telephone, and the day is 
probably not far distant when the Prime Ministers of Aasti^ia 
and New Zealand will be able from their own capitals to hold 
lengthy conversations with the British Prime Minister, 
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listen to the proceedings of the Imperial Conference, and even 
,ta'tah6 some part in its delib^tions. Improved cable 
' services, and the cutting down from weeks to a few days, by 
means of aeroplane and airship, of the time taken to trans¬ 
port mails, will make it possible to place in the hands of the 
Dominion Cabinets, in time to make them effective, all the 
necessary papers and memoranda which now form the 
indispensable basis of any serious discussion cither in the 
modem business world or in the world of politics and of 
government. Modem government is so complex that it has 
become, in a sense, government by memorandum. 

But although the amazing developments of modem science 
make rather unsafe any speculations as to the exact course 
which future developments of international government will 
tak^, there is little reason to expect that any scientific inven¬ 
tions will render unnecessary that personal and living contact 
of one man with another, and with the communities in which 
eadi moves, upon which the successful conduct of political 
discussion so largely depends. There is thus no visible means 
of escape from the requirement tliat one or more of the 
leading Ministers of each Dominion Cabinet must lx; 
constantly present in London to enable the Cabinets of the 
Empire to confer regularly and frequently. 

In order to make the expedient of the Resident or Visiting 
Minister a success, certain requirements must be fulfilled. 
In the first place the work to be done is of such imix>rtance 
that no mediocre man should be given the position. In the 
second place there arc the difficulties surrounding tlie relation¬ 
ship between the Resident Minister and the Government and 
pegple vrliidi he represents. Will he get out of touch with, 
or out of the control of, his Cabinet ? Will he get out of 
touch with public opinion in his own country ? In answer 
to this question of keeping touch, what has already been said 
^bout the development of transport and communication 
diould be borne in mind. The fact that the whole success 
of his work will depend upon keeping in the closest contact 
with his Cabinet, without which ^n the last resort he can do 
nothing, should remove mudi danger of conflict between the 
Resident Minister and his own Government. On the other 
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hand, if the Minister is to be of any value, he must be jgiven a 
reasonably free hand by his Cabinet. There is an obviods. 
expedient which would make possible the frequent renewal by 
a Resident Minister of personal contact with Cabinet, with 
Parliament, and with people—that is the adoption of an 
interchange system whereby in the case of the more distant 
Dominions the position of Resident Minister might be held 
in turn by two or three of the leading members of the 
Ministry. 

The ordinary requirements of an important Ministerial 
Office of this diaracter make it essential that there should be 
established by each Dominion in London a Resident Minister's 
Department. Such a Department would help to maintain 
continuity and would assist the Resident Minister in the 
fulfilment of his varied functions. Since each Resident 
Minister would probably be required on various occasions 
to represent most of the Federal Departments in his 
Dominion, it would be desirable that he should have 
upon his staff, as advisers, an expert from each of these 
Departments. 

A Dominion may not require a High Commissioner as well 
as a Resident Minister. It is possible that the other 
Dominions will follow the precedent of Canada in combining 
the functions of Resident Minister and High Commissioner,^ 
It cannot be said that the office of High Commissioner has^ 
been a complete success. The main reason for tliis is that an 
attempt has been made to combine in a single official the 
functions of Resident Minister and of Ambassador. The^ 
dual functions might be performed by a Resid(*nt Minister, 
but not by a mere official. The fact that the High Commis> 
sioneis have been usually eminent ex-Cabinet Ministers, 
often ex-Prime Ministers, belonging sometimes to a political 
party different from that of the government in power, has 
made them not altogether suitable persons to represent thi^i' ' 
governments on important political issues. In fact,, the: 
Dominion Governments harve always' shown conspiciioita 


^ Sir George Perley resigned his position in the Canadian C^biisst 
in 1918—thereby ceasing to have further access to the confidential, 
papers of the British Caoinet. ^ 
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rehictance to entrust the more important political functions 
to their High Commissioners. The present High Commis- 
. sioners* Offices—^whidi are already large organisations, extend¬ 
ing in the case of Australia to more than twenty departments 
—mig^t form the basis of the Resident Ministers' Depart¬ 
ments. The political and the commercial functions might 
perhaps be divided, each being supervised by a permanent 
Under-Secretary, who, in the case of the latter, should be an 
expert business man. Several of the Dominion Governments 
have already recognised tlie desirability of maintaining a 
regular inte^ange of staff between their London Offices 
and their home civil services, but the policy should be ppt 
into effective ox^eration. 

A word must now be said about the organisation of these 
conferences of governments. The Plenary Conferences 
attended by Prime Ministers should take place if possible 
once a year, or at the very least once every eighteen months 
or two years. The regular meetings between the plenary 
sessions should take place once every two or three weeks. 
They would be attended by the British Prime Minister and 
such otlicr of his colleagues as might be required to deal with 
the particular questions under consideration. On the side 
of the Dominions they would be attended by Resident and 
Visiting Ministers from the Dominion Cabinets. The proce¬ 
dure adopted should be substantially that of the pre-war 
Imperial Conferences. But the meetings would be of a more 
informal character, the discussions not being necessarily 
published verbatim as was done usually, though by no means 
always where foreign affairs were concerned, in the old Imx>erial 
Conference. Adequate publicity would however be es.sential 
to the working of the S3^tem.^ 

For the purxxisc of dealing with foreign affairs more frequent 
meetings would be desirable. A Foreign Affairs Committee 
of the Imperial Conference might therefore be established, 
which might meet once or lw^c^ a week iinrlcr the presidency 
of the British Foreign Secretary. So long as the Dotninions 
rely partly or wholly on the British Foreign Ser vices, thi?ir 
Ministers in London and their Ministers for Exti'inal Aff.iii's 


^ Cf. p. 315. 
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should have circulated to them telegrams from Biiti^' 
Ambassadors abroad and other Foreign Ofi&ce papeis-^just as., 
the Dominion Prime Ministers received sudi papers during 
the sittings of the Imperial War Cabinet. Tlie Committee (rf 
Imperial Defence, though mainly a United Kingdom body 
parallel to the Defence Committees (or “ Councils") estah^ 
lished in all the Dominions save New Zealand, might on 
occasion be utilised as a Defence Committee of the Imperial 
Conference. 

The Secretariat of the Imperial Conference should be entirely 
independent both of the Colonial Office and of the secretariat 
oi the British Cabinet. It should be a joint body composed 
of officials appointed and paid by, and ultimately responsible 
to, their respective Govempicnts.' If possible the joint 
Secretariat should be housed in a single building. 

From the point of the effective working of the Imperial 
Conference, there is one other matter which, though a domestic 
question of the United Kingdom, vitally concerns the 
Dominions—^that is the question of devolution. The present 
House of Commons—^performing as it does work which in any 
other state of the Group would be done by at least five or 
six legislatures—^has been long recognised to be so hopelessly. 
over>burdcned with work that it is unable to give Imperial 
and international questions the attention which these deserve. 
The same is also true of the British Cabinet. This fact 
necessarily impairs the value of the Imperial Conference. 
Tlie question of devolution, or of the fedcralisation of the 
United Kingdom, is therefore a matter of the most urgent 
importance, not merely to the Britidi people, but also to the 
Dominions and the other parts of the Empire. 


The Position of India 

The position of India in relation to the Imperial Cem- 
ference will be governed by the developments of the lattw 
years of the war. Both in the ImperiabWar Cabinet and in" 

' The beginnings of a joint Secretariat were visible during th» war..'. 
the staffs of the Dominion Prime Ministers forming a joint Secretariat 
with the Secretariat of the British War Cabinet. 
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the Imperial War Conferences of 1917 and 1918 India was 
Tfepresented by Indian Representatives nominated by the 
Government of India. The Imperial War Conference of 1917 
passed a resolution (No. VII) recording the view that India 
should be fully represented at all future Imperial Conferences. 
Also, in the statement made in the House by Mr. Lloyd George 
(May 17,1917) with regard to tlie holding of an annual plenary 
conference of Governments, which he called an Imperial 

Cabinet,’* provision was made for the attendance of a 
“ representative of the Indian people to be appointed by the 
" Government of India.” 

These developments were, of course, a recognition of the 
fact that India is now well on the road to the status of a self- 
governing nation in the Lmpirc. But it is clear that while 
this sclt-govemment remain? imperfect—^while, that is, India 
remains a dependency of the United Kingdom in important 
matters, such as defence, foreign policy, and important aspects 
of international relations—her representation in a council or 
conference of self-governing nations will be anomalous, and 
may give rise to diihculties. To give her a vote when such 
questions arc being considered, may mean in practice merely 
duplicating the British vote. India’s power to vote might 
be restricted to matters which are now, or may come in the 
future, within her control, and in respect of which she would 
be free to exercise an independent vote. But seeing that 
the period of transition to complete self-government is not 
likely to be very long, and that voting power is not really a 
vital question in a conference of this character, it would per¬ 
haps be best not to restrict the voting power of her representa^ 
tive. In matters in respect of which India did not possess 
an independent voice, the vote of her representative—if he 
chose to exercise it—might not be regarded as having much 
weight. 

l^e recognition of the rigiit of India to a place in the 
Imperial Conference is a mark of her special position and 
circumstances. N <7 other portion of the Empire (Egypt 

in a special position) can yet be said to have advanced 
sufficiently towards self-government to have any good claim 
to recognition as a member of the Conference. For the 
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present therefore these portions must continue to be repre¬ 
sented by the Secretary of State for the Colonies. More 
direct representatives could be called in to present the point 
of view of particular dependencies, or of definite groups of 
dependencies (such as the West African group) when matters 
specially affecting their interests were being discussed. 

III. (a) SUBSIDIARY conferences; (6) JOINT BODIES FOR 
ADMINISTRATION AND RESEARCH; (c) AND INTER-IMPERIAL 

VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS 

is obvious that the Resident Ministers cannot act upon 
.'ll! occasions for all the Dominion Ministries which will 
require to come into personal contact witli each other and 
with the corresponding Ministry in the United Kingdom. 
It is, therefore, desirable that there should be a large extension 
of the practice already adopted on a number of occasions 
of holding Subsidiary Conference.^ between the Ministers 
throughout the Group charged with particular functions of 
government, or between civil servants or experts nominated by 
these Ministers to act as their official representatives. 
Reference has already been made to the Resolution passed 
by the Conference of 1907 making provision for tlie holding of 
such Subsidiary Conferences, for the purpose of dealing witli 
matters of importance which require immediate attention, or 
with questions of a minor character or such as call for 
detailed consideration. '• 

Before the passing of this resolution there had already 
been held a Subsidiary Conference on the question of Judicial 
Appeals in 190T, and one on Merchant Shipping Laws in 
1907. In accordance with the resolution, Conferences were 
held in 1909 on Defence, in 1910 on Copyright, and in 1911 
a Surveyors* Conference met. The most recent examples of 
Subsidiary Conferences—all heldfin 1920-—are the Conference,' 
of Statisticians, the Imperial Efntomological Conference, atid 
the Imperial Forestry Conference.* It sliould be remembered 

» Ante, Ch. V, Sec. VI. 

* The Imperial War Conference of igi 8 atao provided for a Subsidiary 
Conference on Nationality and Naturalisation to be held after the War. 
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that in the Dominions many of the functions of government 
which require international action are in the hands, not of 
the federal bodies, but of the Provinces or “ States." It is 
obvious that such functions require to be dealt with by 
occasional or regular conferences between the Provincial or 
'* State " Ministers, or their representatives. One of the most 
important of these provincial or " state" functions is 
education. In 1907, an Education Conference was convened 
by the League of the Empire, and although unofficial was 
attended by representatives of Education Departments in 
many parts of the Empire. It was decided that in future 
a regular quadrennial ^lucation Conference should be lield 
which should lx? official in character, and should be attended 
by representatives of the lilducatioii Departments throughout 
the Empire. In accordance with this resolution, an official 
Subsidiary Conference on Education met in igii.‘ 
Although neither statesmen nor publicists have yet 
called atttention to these developments in any systematic 
way, they arc clearly of great importance. It is obvious 
that the Subsidiary Conference is already performing im¬ 
portant functions, and that the use of this expedient is 
likely to be extended largely in the future. These 
functions may be roughly summed up as follows: (1) 
Subsidiary Conferences—either occasion^ or regular—may 
meet with the object of arriving at a common policy 
with regard to some function of government, or of unifying 
national laws or administrative practice with regard to this 
function ; or (2) they may meet for the purpose of discussing 
questions of common interest, with a view to pooling know¬ 
ledge or experience as to the best methods of dealing witli 
particular functions of government. Experience has shown 
that in most cases the Subsidiary Conference requires to be 
sui)plemented by the creation of permanent organisations, 
or bureaux, composed of c^fjperts nominated by each national 
(or provincial) D^artment, and financed on some propor¬ 
tionate basis agreed upon in Conference. Each Bureau thus 

^ Jebb: Impenal Conference, Vol. II. pp. 66-67. An Imperial 
Education Conference wae convened by the Chief of the Imperial 
General StaiQ in June, 1919. 
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establi^ed would carry out the general policy laid down 
by the Conference, and would naturally be placed under 
its general supervision. The Conference at its periodical 
meetings would deal with the questions of policy thrown 
up by the Bureau in the course of its normal work.' 

{b) INTER-IMPERIAL JOINT BODIES FOR ADMINISTRATION 

AND RESEARCH 

Tt has not been generally realised that in addition to 
deliberative and quasi-executive organs such as the Imperial 
Conference, or the " Imperial Cabinet," and in addition also 
to the occasional or regular Subsidiary Conferences just 
Tnentioiied, the British Empire has built up in the last two 
decades a whole framework of minor intcr-Imperial joint 
bodies of various kinds. The joint bodies established in 
connection with tlie function of defence (the Tinperial General 
Staff and the Committee of Imperial Defence) have already 
been mentioned. In addition to these there were established 
before the War: the Imperial Institute, (1888); the Pacific 
Ciible Board (1902) ; the Imperial Bureau of Entomology 
(1909); and the Dominions Royal Commission (1912}. 
During and since the War the following additional joint 
bodies have been established : tlic Imperial Mineral Resources 
Bureau (1917-18) (for the collection and distribution of in¬ 
formation, the co-ordination of effort, and the advising of the 
Governments with r^-gard to the minenii resources of the 
Empire); the Imperial Bureau of Mycology (1918) (per¬ 
forming the same functions with regard to the fungoid diseases 
of plants as the Bureau of Entomology performs with regard 
to insect pests—that is, making and circulating a periodical.. 
Review of the current literature of the world, publi^ing a 
Bulletin of Entomological Research, doing research work^' ' 
sending out research expeditions, iraining entomologists, and.^ 

* Cf. the relationship between ^the recent Iiftperial F'ntomolugloat 
Conference—which is to meet periodically—and its permanent Bareau. 
Similar developments are taking place in connexion with Statistics, 
Forestry, Shipping, .ind (i-robabiy) Edneation and Agriculture. Sec . 
Diagram, p. 3J18. 
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advising the Governments); and the Imperial Statistical 
Btneau.* 

To these might be added the Department of Sdentific 
and Industrial Research which, though mainly established 
to act as a clearing-house of information and to co-ordinate 
scientific research for the United Kingdom, works in the 
closest touch with similar Departments now established in 
all the Dominions and India, and has made provision that 
the representatives of these Departments may sit on the 
Advisory Council of the British Department whenever they 
visit London. Its activities thus represent the beginnings 

of a system of co-ordination of the research work dotie 
. in different parts of the Empire." » Amongst other joint 
bodies w'hich have been oiiicialJy approved or suggested are : 
An Imperial Development Board (to collect information 
and to advise with regard to the development of resources, 
trade, communications, etc.); an Imperial Investigation 
Board (to supervise the operations of Steamship Companies, 
and to inquire and advise with regard to the development 
of ocean transport, harbours, docks, etc.);* an Imperial 
Forestry Bureau; an Imperial Bureau of Agricultural 
Information; an Imperial Education Bureau; and an 
Imperial Bureau of Legal Information. 

It is difficult to over-estimate the significance of these 
remarkable developments. Though in themselves they may 

* See Diagram, p. 328. The Central Emigration Authority 
established by the United Kingdom in 1918, though not technically 
a joint body, is advised by a consultative Council composed of 
Dominion Representatives. Cf. the Joint Advisory Committee of 
Commercial Intelligence established in 1900 to advise the Board 
of Trade on the work of its Commercial Intelligence Branch. Many 
of the joint bodies mentioned above vrore suggested by the Dominions 
Royal Commission (1912-17), and Informatidn with regard to their 
functions, constitution, etc., is to be found: (i) in the Final Report 
of this Commission [Cd. 8462], ^917; (2) in the Proceedings of the 
Imperial War Conferences of 19^7 [Cd. 8566] and 1918 [Cd. 9x77}* 
Cf. also The Report of the Imperial Education Conference, June, 19x9. 

* Sir F. Heath, St^etary of tlys Department: Report Imperiat 
Education Conference (19x9), p. 45. 

* A temporary joint body along these lines has been established 
undiv the name of the Imperial Shipping Committee. {Times, June 18, 
19*0.) 
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seem of no great importance, they are the beginnings of 
a complex organisation which will be of the utmost value, 
not merely to the British Empire, but also to the League 
of Nations. It is obvious that they are the forerunners 
of a vast network of similar bodies which will make possible 
inter-imperial co-operation on a gigantic scale for the 
development of the political, social and economic life of 
the peoples of the British Empire. Their significance for 
the League of Nations lies in the fact that the British Empire 
is akeady becoming a pioneer of internationalism—a vast 
laboratory of international government.' 

tertain characteristics of these joint bodies must be 
noted. Tliey fall very roughly into two main t3TXJs: (i) 
administrative bodies, e.g., Pacific Cable Board and the 
Imperial War (iraves Commission ; {z) bodies for the collec¬ 
tion and clisM'ininatiun of information, or for research and 
the co-ordination of research throughout the Empire. Some 
of these* joint bodies arc permanent, others of a temporary 
nature, taking the form of temporary Royal Commissions, 
oi of temporary committee.^. With regard to tlieir member¬ 
ship, they are composed of representatives of the governments 
of the Group, and many of them cover, not merely the 
si.‘lf-govcRiing portions of the Empire, but also India, and 
the Crown Colonics and dependencies. In respect of hnaiice, 
the practice adopted varies. In most case's the Governments 
contribute in fixed proportions, but in .some cases the amount 
of contribution is not dcTinitcly fixed. It is important to 
notice that in ronii(*( tion with these bodies a habit of pro¬ 
portionate expenditure is being built up which is likely 
to have an important influence on the question of joint 
expenditure with regard to defence. No uniform rule 
appears to have been adopted with regard to the relationship 
of the joint bodies to the Governments, except, of course,- 
that they arc all in varying decrees subject to the control . 
of those Governments. Some of the bodies exist by virtue 
of a charter issued by the Grown, and within the terms of 
this charter are completely independent (e.g., The Imixirial 
War Graves Commission); but even in these cases each 
1 See below, Ch. XI, Sec. 4, pp. 359-61. 
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Govemin^t ultimately controls the representative which 
it sends to the joint body. Others, composed largely of 
experts, arc imder the immediate direction of some British 
Minister such as the Colonial Secretary or the Lord President 
of the (Privy) Council. Others again are intended to be 
under the direction of the Imperial Conference or of a regular 
Subsidiary Conference. 

It is thus clear that these joint bodies have been establi^ed, 
^ot iif accordance with any preconceived plan, but rather 
to meet particular needs as they arose. There is no evidence 
of any carefully thought out idea as to the precise relation¬ 
ship of the joint bodies to the general organs of confcreilce 
establislicd by the Group. Some such idea, however, apixiare 
vaguely in the Final Feport of the Dominions Royal 
Commission, especially in the suggestions made by that 
body for the constitution of on Imperial Development Board. 
The intention is, apparently, that this Board, which will 
be a permanent body, should co-ordinate most of the joint 
bodies which have been, or arc to be, established by tlie 
Group, these joint bodies being regarded as temporary or 
permanent Committees of the Board.' The Board itself was 
to be under the supreme direction of the Imperial Conference. 

Tliis suggestion has not so far been acted upon, and there 
seem to be good reasons why it should not be adopted. It 
makes no provision for bringing the various joint bodies 
into organic relationship with the national departments of 
government, of which they are the international counter¬ 
parts ; that is, it leaves no room for the expedient of the 
Subsidiary Conference. It is not sufficient that there sliould 
be merely consultation in the Imperial Conference between 
one or two of the leading Ministers of each national or 
federal Government. It is essential :that there should be 
also occasional or regular personal conferences between 
the Ministers charged witH^each particular function of 
government. As already pointed out. this is all the more 
important in view of the iact that many Of the* Departments 
are provincial or “ state,and therefoic tuunot be adequately 
represented by the national or federal Ministers in the Imperial 
1 Final Raporl, pp. 163, 1 ji, etc. 
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Conference. Such Subsidiary Conference will in some 
cases establish their own permanent bureaux, or will ^per*' 
vise existing permanent buHeaux, each of which would' 
thus be brought into organic relation^p with the Ministers 
and Departments immediately concerned with the particular 
international relationship with whidi it is dealing. One of 
the functions of each Conference would then be to deid with 
the residue of questions of policy which the Bureau (not 
being a political body) would not be competent to solve.* 
During the intervals between the sessions of the Subsidiary 
Conferences tlic joint bodies might be under the general 
sii^iervision of the Secretariat of the Imperial Conference 
which would co-ordinate their various activities. The ulti¬ 
mate authority and control would lie (except perhaps in the 
case of provincial fuiiction.s) with the Imperial Conference 
Itself. ^ 


(c) INTER-IMPliRIAL VOLI’NIAKY ASSOCIATIONS 

As ill the case of the joint bixlics just described, the number 
and importance of the voluiilary associations which link up 
the peoples of the Empire has not been generally realised ; 
ill fact, no serious attempt appears to have been made so 
far to study and classify these a.ssociations. or to estimate 

1 Compare the general organisation of some of the inter-allied joint 
bodies built up during the war, especially the Allied Maritime Transport 
Council. This Council \Vd,h composed of two Ministers concerned with 
maritime transport from each of the Great Powers, and its work was to 
co-ordinate the policy and action of the Foners in this matter. H 
worked through an organisation of experts made up of four sections ^ 
drawn from the respective national departments and presided over by 
the head of the British Section. The business of the Council itseU 
to settle the residue of questions of l^h policy thrown up by the body' 
of experts,- and to advise the various Governments. The whole orgaffl'^ 
sation was linked up with the Supreme War Council and other ^oinC 
bodies (i) through the circulatioivof its Minutes and Reports; (a) by a 
system of liiiison oflTicers. ^War Cabinet Report {igiSi.pp. ' 

* Ci. Art. XXIV ot The Covenant of the Lee^ue which gives to the 
Council and' the Secretariat the general supervision over all .inter¬ 
national bureaux placed under the direction of the League. . 
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their significance, or even to make a complete list of them.' 
The attention of students of the problem of government in 
the British Empire has been centred almost exclusively 
upon the more important governmental organs such as the 
Imperial Conference. And yet no account of these organs 
can be satisfactory which does not regard them as merely 
the warp of a fabric, the woof of which is made up of a 
large number of voluntary associations of various kinds— 
some of them semi-official, being partly maintain^ by 
Government grants; others independent, but recognised as 
playing very definite and important parts in the common 
life of the Group—^performing, that is, functions which aiVr 
essential to that life, but which lie beyond the scof»o of 
ordinary governmental action. 

It is only when we study these associations that we can 
realise the real nature of this Society of Peoples, lliese 
associations are, indeed, the fine flower of the group life, 
a sign of what this fellowship means in human terms. Tlicy, 
and not the major governmental organs, are the measure 
of the'Strength of feeling and tlie community of interests 
which bind the peoples of the Group together. They are 
also the greatest assurance of the permanence of the Group 
as one of the most important factors in human life, because 
they are llie creation, and partly the creators, of the strongest 
bond of Empire—the human tic. Just as the joint bodies 
referred to above reveal the British Empire as a laboratory 
of international government, so these voluntary associations 
reveal the Empire as a pioneer in the development of the 
spiritual and cultural relationships of the W'orld's peoples. 

It is only possible here to mention a few of the more 
important of these associations, and to group them roughly 
into types. The first, and perhaps the most important group 
comprises the associations whose chief object is to promote 
Imperial unity, such, for example, as the Royal Colonial 

^ For details of some of the more important of these associations, 
see Appendix I. The aj^intment cajly in 1920, of a Foreign Office 
Committee to study the operation of such a&s>ociations in foreign 
countries, with a view to co-ordinating and extending their efforts, is 
a hopeful sign that their importance is beginniiig to be recognised. 
(For Committee, see Parliamentary Paper [Cmd. 672], 1920). 



im BRITISH COMMONWEALTH OF NATIONS 

Institute, the Overseas Club and Patriotic League, the 
Victoria League, and a number of others. The associations 
in this group are the fruit of the common feeling uniting 
the peoples of the British Commonwealth, and of their 
desire to maintain and increase their intimacy. The aims 
of most of these associations are to bring together all people 
in the various parts of the Empire who are interested in 
Imperial unity; to provide centres throughout the Empire 
where they may meet for the purpose of social life and for 
the discussion of Imperial problems; and to carry on 
educational campaigns in the schools and universities of 
the Empire, and in the large centres of population, by 
means of lectures, the circulation of literature, the holding 
of prize essay competitions, and so forth. In these, and 
in a variety of other ways, the associations of this group 
perform educational and social functions which, with one 
or two possible exceptions, arc of the most valuable character. 

A second group of associations arc those with cultural 
and educational functions, such as the Workers' Educational 
Association (a body with flourishing autonomous daughter 
associations in each self-governing part of the Empire), 
the British Association, the English Association, the Univer¬ 
sities Bureau of the British Empire, and many others. 

Professional Associations form a further group. Doctors- 
(c.g., .the British Medical Association) journalists, teachers, 
surveyors, architects, vaiious trade unions (such as the 
Amalgamated Society of Engineers, which has autonomous 
" branches" and members in every part of the Empire) 
and other professional associations have developed important 
intcr-imperial organisations. 

Another important group might be called the economic 
group. It is composed, not merely of financial, commercial, 
and industrial bodies organised intcr-imperially, but also 
of special associations, such hs the Federation of Briti«di 
Industries, the British Empire Producers* Organisation, the 
Empire Resources Development Committee, the British 
Commonwealth Union, and others, whidi bring together ^ 
individual manufacturers and firms, commercial and financial, 
corporations, and individuals throughout the Empire, 
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interested in the development of its trade and industry, 
and especially in the development of its raw materials. 
Most of these are exceedingly powerful organisations and 
reveal a strong tendency of capital throughout the Empire 
to organise inter-imperially rather than internationally.^ 

Amongst other inter-imperial associations, which are 
difficult to group, but are of sufficient importance to be 
mentioned individually, are the Empire Parliamentary 
Association (see pp. 308-9), the Society of Comparative 
Legislation (see pp. 273-4) > the Empire Press Union, and 
the Anti-Slavery and Aborigines Protection Society (see 
p. 364 and Appendix.) • 

It is interesting to notice that, on the whole, the relationship 
between the Britisli and the Dominion branches of these 
various t3rpes of associations is roughly the same as the 
relationship existing between the United Kingdom and the 
Dominions themselves. Although a very^lose connexion 
exists, in most cases, between the brancrR of the various 
associations in each unit of the Group, there has been 
singularly little attempt to establish any kind of central 
executive and legislative body with coercive powers ; in the 
great majority of cases the Dominion branches are autonomous. 
Inter-Imperial voluntary associations, like the British Com¬ 
monwealth itself, have discovered that in practice the 
principles of freedom and co-operation offer the most effective 
basis for their common action. The methods which have 
been adopted for the purpose of securing a common policy have 
been in the main the methods of personal conferences 
lietween the various autonomous units of an association, 
or of consultation by means of telegraph and post office. In 
this connection may be mentioned one of the most important 
features which is characteristic of these associations, that is, 
the circulation throughout the Empire of their official organs 
and other publications. Soma of these organs have a very 
large and extensive circulation, and they serve not merely 
to link together the members and branches of their respective 
associations, but they also play an important part in linking 

> On the question of intcr-lmpcml Labour Organisation, see 
Appendix 1 . 
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together the various peoples of the Emf^e and in' buildukg’, 
up a unified public opinion on Imperial questions. " 


IV. COOPERATION IN DEFENCE 

The question of co-operation in defence offers certain 
difficulties which require examination. It may be assumed 
that co-operation in military defence will continue to be 
based on the principles which have proved so successful 
during the War. These were : (i) the principle of national 
Qontrol of defence forces; (2) the principle of co-operation 
between the various national Defence Ministries and General 
Staffs through the medium of the Imperial Conference and 
the Imperial General Staff, with the object of securing unifor¬ 
mity of equipment, organisation and training. As before, 
there will be provision for unity of command in the event of 
the members of the Group agreeing to join together in waging 
war. ^ The operation of this principle of unity of commwd 
would no more make the Dominions dependencies of the 
United Kingdom than the giving of supreme command on 
the Western Front to Marshal Foch made the British Empire 
and the United States dependencies of France. > 

Tlie question of the future organisation of naval defence 

^ It is important to notice that daring later stages of the War 
the Canadian Forces (presumably those of Australia too), were only 
under the Jurisdiction of Great Britain in France for the purposes of. 
military operations. " For matters of military operations the Ciuiadlach ' 
" Forces in tlic Field have been placed by the Canadian Government. 
" under the Commander-in-Chiof, Briti^ Armies in France. For 
" matters of organisation and administration, the Canadian Govenunent 
" will retain its full racponsibility regarding its Forces. Matters pf 
“ organisation and administration frequently have a direct bearing 
“ on military operations and discipline, and vice versa, and it is,'there- 
" fore, considered that where they have such bearing these matters 
“ should be made the subject qf •conference between the Canadian 
“ Authorities and the G.H.Q." (Agreement between the Canadian 
Government and the War Office. Quoteif in Canadian Hiinstu^d, 
Vol. LIV, p. 131.) ^ 

* The type of closer co-operation which is Ukely in the future is 
indicated in several of the resolutions of the Imperial War Conference , 
of 1917. {P¥oceeding$t pp. 4-6). \ . 
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bos beea the subject of some discussion during the last three, 
^years. By a resolution of the Conference of 191^, the British' 
Admiralty were requested to work out what they considered 
" the most effective scheme of Naval Defence for the Empire 
** for the consideration of the several Governments.”* 

In 1918 the Admiralty circulated to the Dominion Govern¬ 
ments a scheme which showed that they had not yet given 
up their old hope of a centialised navy. They proposed the 
establishment of a common Imperial fleet administered by a 
single naval authority on which the Dominions vrould be 
represented. The Dominion Prime Ministers promptly 
retorted with a counter-memorandum rejecting the scheipe 
of the Admiralty for “a single navy at all times under a 
” central control,” and insisting that there sliould be no 
departure from the princ.iple of Dominion navies. They 
fully recognised the necessity of adopting, in respect of the 
naval forces of the Group, the principle of co-ordination with 
regard to the character of construction, armament and equip¬ 
ment, and the methods and principles of training, administra¬ 
tion and organisation. Tlicy desired also that there should be 
a frequent interchange of officers. Despite several discussions 
in the Imperial War Cabinet, the Dominion Prime Ministers 
insisted upon adhering to this policy, and the Admiralty had 
to be content to accept the proposal that Lord Jcllicoe should 
visit the Dominions to advise their Governments as to the 
best means of organising thcii* respective navies, and of 
-co-ordinating them with a view to their possible combination 
(in the event of a decision to wage a joint war) in a joint fleet 
composed of units of British and Dominion navies under 
unified control. There is not the shadow of a doubt that the 
attitude of the Dominion Prime Ministers on lliis point is 
supported by an overwhelming body of opinion in each 
Do^nion. The Canadian and New Zealand Governments 
have now definitely abandoned the contributory policy 
which they favoured before the*War—-Canada as a temporary 
emergency policy, New Zealand as a more permrnent j'lolicy.’' 

» Ihid. 

* Cf. Debate on the whole question in tlie Canadian House. June 14. 
I9SQ. 
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Lord Jellicoe's report to the Australian Conuhonweaith 
on the sea defence of Australia^ is a good example of the 
reconciliation of the principle of national control with the 
equally vital principle of the concentration of joint forces. 
His proposal is that the United Kingdom, Australia, New 
Zealand, India and Canada should combine to maintain h 
joint fleet in the Pacific. The separate units would in peace 
time be under the control of their respective Governments, 
but would be co-ordinated and would co-operate closely with 
a view to their effective combination in a joint fleet in the 
event of the respective Governments deciding to wage a 
jojnt war. The proposed method of securing unity of direction 
in war is wortli notice. The general direction of operations 
would be delegated by the Admiralty to a Flag Officer of high 
rank permanently stationed with an efficient staff at Singapore. 
Subject to the decision of the respective Governments, the 
Commander in Chief afloat and the Flag Officers commanding 
the various units would come under the command of this 
Officer in war, and for fleet exercises. The Dominion navies 
would not, of course, be under his control in peace, but he 
would visit the Dominions and would be kept close in touch 
by the various admiialties. 

The suggestion made in the report with regard to the 
respective shares of the Dominions and the United Kingdom 
in the naval defence of the Empire raises the important 
question of finance. Lord Jellicoe estimates these shares, 
on the basis of population and sea-borne trade, at 74.12 per 
cent for the United Kingdom ; 7.74 for Australia; 3.02 for 
New Zealand; 12.30 for Canada : and 3.82 for South Africa. 
Whether this particular apportionment is accepted or not, 
there seems no specific reason why the Imperial Conference, 
having framed the general naval defence policy of the Group, ^ 
should not proceed to draw up the estimates and to apportion 
the cost according to the financial capacity of each state in 
the Group. The problem Of international government is 
much too complex to expect any very precise adjustment 
of share to capacity; but it should be possible to secure a 
rough estimate of financial capacity which would be readily ' 

^ Tinus, December X3, 1919. 
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accepted by each state. It would probably be best to leave 
the task of estimating the capacity of each state in the hands 
of its statistical or revenue department, provision being made 
for frequent consultation between the heads of these depart¬ 
ments throughout the Empire, with a view to conducting 
the inquiry as far as possible on uniform lines. Tlie quota 
assigned to each state might be referred to it in the form of 
a recommendation from the Imperial Conference that, as its 
share of naval defence, it should spend so much, and in such 
a way. Each state would, of course, have full power to 
accept, modify, or reject the quota proposed for it, and would 
be free to find the money in any way it saw fit. • 

There is remarkable unanimity throughout the Empire 
amongst statesmen and thinkers, even including, perhaps, 
the majority of professed federalists* against any proposal 
to set up a central body with power to levy taxes on the 
Dominions or on the United Kingdom. The proviso in the 
1917 Resolution that " all the existing powers of self-govern- 
“ ment ” should be thoroughly preserved, entirely rules out 
any proposal to set up a central body with powers of taxation. 
At the same time there is not much fear that the recommenda¬ 
tion with regard to expenditure on defence of an Imperial 
Conference containing the Prime Ministers of each of the 
states would be seriously modified by any member of the 
Group. It is interesting' to note that at the Conference of 
1917. even a professed federalist like Sir Joseph Ward, repre¬ 
senting the most imperialistic of all the Dominions (New 
Zealand), spoke vehemently against the idea of giving any 
central au^ority the power to impose taxation on the 
Dominions, and expressed the opinion that the principle of 
co-operation would succeed “ beyond all doubt" in the 
matter of finance.^ 


Cf. the speech of Si/ Joseph Ward at the Imperial War Gmfeience 
of 29x7. {Proceedings, p. 58, etc.) 

* Ibid. CL the similar views of the New Zealand Premier, Mr. 
Massey, on p. 44. Cf. also Lord l^lilner’s speech at the Empire Farlia- 
luentaxy Association, July 28,19x6. 

20 
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V. AN IMPERIAL ASSEMBLY OF PARLIAMENTARY DELEGATIONS 
The Autocracy of the Imperial Conference 

When the machinery which has so far been described is 
compared with the machinery of the League of Nations, it is 
at once obvious that there is nobody corresponding to the 
Assembly of the League. Without such an Assembly—and a 
far more satisfactory Assembly than is provided for in the 
Covenant of the League—the peoples of the British G>mmon- 
wealth are not likely to look with a very kindly eye upon the 
machinery of Cabinet Conferences and joint administrative 
bodies of ollicials which is now being dcvelopc^d. Even during 
the war there was a notable tendency in the Dominions and 
in the United Kingdom to describe the Imperial War Cabinet 
as an irresponsible junta of Ministers, who worked in secrecy, 
and settled the ailairs ot the British Commonwealth over the 
heads of its Parliaments. In England the strong pre-war 
tendency towards the autocracy of the Cabinet, and its 
emancipation from the control of the House of Commons, 
has been greatly e.xaggerated by the events of the War. 
Even in 1904 a well-known authority on the constitution 
could wiiie ; “ We are almost as much at the mercy of two 
" men (the Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary) as far 
" as foreign policy is concerned, as if wc wt re the inhabitants 
" of a Continental monarchy, where foreign offices are per- 
“ bonally directed by a quasi autocratic Emiieror and a 
** Chancellor not respmisiblc to Parliament.”* The develop¬ 
ment of a permanent Imperial Confereiicfj will undoubtedly 
increase the power of the Cabinets throughout the Empire; 
and if no step is taken to increase correspondingly the powers 
of the Parliaments of the Group, parliamentary control ovOr 
the executives, and especially the control of the House, of 
Commons over the British Cabinet, is Kkely to be seriously ‘ 
weakened. 

Nothing could h(i more calculated than this to undenuine 
* l,ow: The Governance of England. 
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the confidence of the peoples in the Imperial Conference. 
The Imperial War Cabinet (which was the Imperial Conference 
adapted to war conditions) was almost completely out of 
tou^ with the people of the Dominions, so much so that 
they hardly realised its value and importance. It sat in 
secret, and only the barest summary of its discussions reached 
even the newspapers. More serious still, from the point of 
view of the smooth working of the machinery of co-operation, 
will be the lack of any close connection between the Imperial 
Conference and the Dominion ParUaments. The only real 
diancc they will have of getting any full account of its work 
is from the reports made by the Prime Ministers upon their 
return—which may be months after the fair is over. How 
serious this defect is, will bo realised when we remember 
that upon tlie rcadj^ acceptriiicc by the national Parliaments 
of the decisions arrived at tentatively in the Imperial Con- 
fercncAJ, the successful working of the whole system will 
depend. 

Moreover, there is the further difficulty that the gradual 
development in the Empire of a system of international 
administration (as shown in the joint bodies for administration 
and research already referred to) is creating a new bureaucracy. 
Although this new bureaucracy will play an extremely im¬ 
portant part in the government of the peoples of the Empire, 
it will from the nature of its position be far more exempt 
from popular control, and even from ministerial control, 
than the present civil services of each state of the Group. 


A Conferettce oj Parliaments 

It seems clear that tlie only effective way of strengthening 
popular control over the more or less oligarchical Imperial 
Conference, and o^cr the new bureaucracy which is being 
created, is to set up some wider representative body which 
will act in relation to the Conference of Ministers, as a sort 
of Imperial Assembly. The creation of some such body has 
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been frequently suggested by prominent statesmen and 
publicists.^ 

With regard to the composition of such an Assembly, two 
main suggestions have been made: (a) that it sho^d be 
composed of representatives directly elected by the peoples 
of the diff^crent states in the Group; [h) that it should be 
composed of delegations from the different Parliaments; 
or, in other words, that it ^ould be a G^nfcrcncc of Parlia¬ 
ments, and thus complementary to the Conference of 
Governments. The first suggestion has some advantages 
over the second, especially the advantage that it would bring 
the 'electors into closer touch with Imperial issues. 
But it involves an insuperable difficulty. Being a body 
separate and different from the national Parliaments, and 
deriving its authority directly from the people, there is every 
possibility that it might set itself up as a rival to those Parlia¬ 
ments. In any ease the interposition of such a body between 
the central Conference of Governments and the national 
Parliaments would be far more likely to create friction than to 
remove it. For these reasons the method of constituting 
an Imperial Assembly by direct election has met with little 
support in England, and less in the Dominions. 

The only method which has the least chance of acceptance 
is the second—that of parliamentary delegations. Ttiis 
method has indeed already been put into partial operation 
by a voluntary body, the Empire Parliamentary Association. 
This Association has a branch in each parliament, which is 
presided over by the two Speakers and is composed in each 
case of practically the whole of the members of both Houses. 
The Association is the only direct link at present existing 
between the Parliaments. It aims at bringing together as 
frequently as possible the members of the Parliaments of the 
Empire, cither individually or in organised conferences. 
Important conferences attended .by elected delegations from 
each Dominion, and var3dng in size according to the im¬ 
portance of the Dominion, w’^re held in* 1916, and at the 

' See Articles in the Nineteenth Centwyt by Mr. Herbert Samuel. 
March, 1917, and by Mr. Sydney Low, August, 1917, Cf, also Sir 
ETrederick l^llock, Qnarterly Review, January. 19x8. 
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inception of the Association in 1911. Similar conferences, 
to be held in one or two of the Dominions, in India, and 
perhaps in the United Kingdom, arc contemplated for/ 
1920-21.^ It is clear, therefore, that the Empire Parlia¬ 
mentary Assodation has already laid the foundations of a 
regular Conference of Parliaments. And even if immediate 
steps are not taken to create an official Conference of this 
character, the conferences arranged by the Association are 
likely in time to create an equally effective though unofficial 
substitute. 

Since one of the objects of creating an Imperial Assembly 
would be to bring every important party in each Parliament 
into close touch with Imperial affairs, each delegation should 
be elected by a system of proportional representation. There 
are good reasons for not insisting that the numbers of each 
delegation should be in exact proportion to the size of the 
population which it represents, but if the votes of the Assembly 
are to have much weight with the United Kingdom and the 
larger Dominions, the number of votes allotted to each 
Delegation should bear some relation to population. Equality 
of statehood being recognised in tlie Imperial Conference, 
preponderance of population might receive some consideration 
in the Impcrifd Assembly. Since the votes of the Assembly 
would not be formally binding on any State, there should 
not be much objection to tliis course. The Assembly should 
meet as often as, and at the same time as, the plenary meetings 
of the Imperial Conference. It is quite possible that it 
might be found necessary to supplement the plenary sessions 
of the Assembly by making provision for a small Standing 
Committee, including one or more members of each Parliament, 

^ Ad a means of keeping the Parliaments in touch with each other 
and of asaisting in the solution of common problems, the Association 
has just begun to publish a rfgulaT Journal of the Parliaments of the 
Empire, containing a summary df the proceedings in each Parlianient. 
The United Kingdom Branch of the Association also aims at keeping 
Members of Parliament in the Dsinunions fully informed on Foreign 
Afiaim. and for tbl? purpose sends to each Nonunion Member of the 
Association' a Monthly Repmrt on Foreign Adairs. At the same time 
a Montlily Report on Dominion Affairs is issued to Memben of the 
Association in the Home Parliament. 
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which might meet several times a year. Such a Committee 
would not only help to maintain continuity between the 
plenary sessions, but would also help to keep each Parliament 
in close touch with developments. 


Foreign Ajfairs Committees in Conference 

The setting up of a Foreign Affairs Committee in the House 
of Commons has frequently been suggested as a means of 
re-es\abli3hing Parliamentary rontrol in this matter. ‘ It 
has recently been suggested by the Machinery of Government 
Committee that the efficiency of the whole public service 
“ would be improved if steps were taken to secure the con- 
" tinuous and well-informed interest of a Parliamentary 
*' body in the execution by each Department of the policy 
** which Parliament has laid down." The Committee there¬ 
fore suggests the appointment of “ a scries of Standing 
" Committees/’ and proceeds to define their functions a.s 
follows : " Any such Committee would require to be furnished 
" with full information as to the course of administration 
" pursued by the Departments vrith which they were con- 
" cemed. and for this purix>se it would be requisite that 
" Ministers, as well as Officers of Departments, should appear 
" before them to explain and defend the arts for which they 
*' were responsible.’’* These words apply with greater force 
to the Foreign Office than perhaps to any other Department; 
and they apply as much to the Dominion Parliaments as to 
the House of Commons Tlie general ignorance of foreign 
affairs, and lack of interest in foreign policy, w'hich has so 
often been deplored in England is far greater in the Dominions 
than in the Mother Country. In the past the Daminions 
have felt in a vague way thatr Ihey had little concern in 
international affairs, but they have Icarpcd to their bitter 
cost that a sudden turn in foreign policy may dig the graves 

‘ Cf. I.ow, op. fi/., p. 393. 

Report of the Machifiety of Cevemment Committee (Cd, S>^30), X91S. 
P. 15. 
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of thousaiids of thdr best, and they arc becoming anxious 
now to study and to understand foreign affairs. Tlie setting 
up of a Foi'eign Affairs Committee in each Dominion Parlia¬ 
ment would be one of the best means of arousing an intelligent 
interest amongst the people, and of enabling their Parliament 
to exercise an effective control over the Foreign Secretary 
responsible to it, and to insist upon the abolition of the worst 
features of secret diplomacy.^ 

Tlic Imperial Assembly would be occupied with much more 
than foreign policy, in the narrower sense of the term ; and 
it would tliercfore be a grave mistake to make it a mere 
gathering of the various Standing Committees on Foreign 
Affairs. It sliould be rath«T a gatlicriiig of those members 
of each Parliament most closely in touch with the more 
important aspects of everyday intoinational relationships. 
If, as is suggested by the Machinery of Government Committee 
for the United Kingdom, each Parliament i>roceeds to establish 
a series of Standing Committees, the delegation to the Im¬ 
perial As.scmbly might be composed of the leading members 
of these Committees. It would be of the greatest value if 
questions which were to be discussed in the Imperial Assembly 
or ill the Imperial Conference, could be referred in the first 
place to the appropriate Committees in each Parliament 
for preliminary investigation. 

But whether this development takes place or not, it would 
obviously be of great value if at least the leading members 
of such Standing Committees on Foreign Affairs as may be 
set up were included in the Delegations from the rospcclivc 
Parliaments. This would be specialh' important in the case 
of any Dominion which preferred to continue to cany out its 
foreign policy through the British Foreign Otlieo instead of 
setting up its own Foreign Office. Mootings of the lm].)crial 
Assembly would afford the only opportunity to the Parliament 
of such Dominion to contewinto personal contact with the. 
British Foreign Secretary, to lislon to his explanations, to 
criticise, and to pass judgiiut'nt on lii«i {HJicA st» far as it 

^ The setting up of a Foreign delations C'oinmittcc in the Common* 
wealth Parliament lia« already been suggested. (See Hansard 
(Aua.). September <7, 19 < 9)' 
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affected the particular Dominion. Such personal^ contact 
would be no less important for the larger Dominions, 11 they 
adopt in any large measure the practice of acting in the more 
iin}K)rtant questions of group policy through the British 
Foreign Secretary as the leader of the Group. 


TJic Functions of an Ivhperial Assembly 

One of the great diflicultios in working any sj^tcin of 
int«niational government by the method of conference 
between governments, arises from the fact that the decisions 
arrived at in such conferences usually depend for their 
execution upon bodies which have taken no direct part in the 
conference, which have not been in a po.sition to follow the 
discussions, perhaps intricate and prolonged, preceding the 
decisions, and which have not lived in the general atmosphere 
in which the decisions have been made. A memorable 
example of this fact is the failure of the American Senate 
to accept the Peace Treaty as negotiated by President Wilson 
in Paris. Perhaps the greatest error in judgment in recent 
years was shown in the failure of President Wilson to realise 
that unless he took with him to Paris the leading representa¬ 
tives of the Senate—^Ihat is the body which, under the 
American Constitution, shares in the treaty-making power, 
and which ultimately has the right of accepting oi rejecting 
any Treaty made by tiu* President—there was every chance 
that the Senate would reject the Treaty. WTiat made the 
failure particularly glaring, was the furtluT fact that a rival 
political party actu.ally possessed sufficient votes in the 
Senate to make it impossible for any treaty to pass that body 
without their consent. 

But a great deal of the signif^ance of this incident is lost 
unless we realise that it is merely an extreme example of a 
difficulty which is alw^}^ prci^cnt in somt form or other in 
any system of international government by the method of 
conference between governments. Tlicre is every chance 
in the world that such a sj^tem will fail to work, or will work 
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v«ry badly, unless the leaders of the governments conferring 
together in such conferences arc accompanied by the chief 
representatives of the bodies in tlieir respective states who, 
in the last resort, have the power to accept or reject the 
decisions arrived at in the conferences. It is therefore 
essential tliat when the more important of the decisions 
arrived at in the Imperial Conference come before the various 
Parliaments of the Group, these decisions ^ould be dealt 
with by men who, whether they oppose or accept them, 
have at least been plunged in tlu.* atmosphere in which they 
were made, and have at least some knowledge of the dis¬ 
cussions whicli led to their making.* Unless in particillar 
the leaders of the oppositions are brought regularly* into 
C9ntact with the. work of the Imperial Conference and its 
dirgans, temporary weakenings of the machinery of co¬ 
operation at vital points will constantly be occurring through 
changes of government. This applies equally to the League 
of Nations. 

One of the main functions of the Imperial Assembly would, 
therefore, be to act as an intermediary between the Imperial 
Conference and the Parliaments of the Group. Meeting 
at the same time as the plenary sessions of tlic Imperial 
Conference, the Imperial Assembly might discuss questions 
of policy brought before it by the Conference. Proposals, 
with regard to the general defence policy of the Group, 
and the allocation of the burdens of such general defence 
preparations as may still remain nocessjiry under the League 
of Nations, might be laid before the Assembly and criticised 
by it. 

Further, the Assembly might exercise* certain qnasi- 
legislativc functions at present exereised by the House of 
Commons. A practice has grown up in recent years whereby 

* It is worth noting that a somewhat similar problem has arisen in 
the Trade Union world. The diflicalty of inducing the 'rank and file 
to accept settlements arrived at after prolonged negotiations (negotia¬ 
tions in which the rank*and file hav^ played no part) between the 
executives of the great Trade Unions and die Government has led to 
the practice of summoning to London meetings of delegates from all 
branches of the Union and of submitting to them for their decision the 
terms of the settlement. 
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the United Kingdom has framed and passed general Bills 
with a view to their adoption in similar form by each ParlisU 
mcnt of the Group. These Bills have dealt with questions' 
which required uniformity of legislation throughout the 
Empire, and which have formed the subject of discussion 
in the Imperial Conference and of agreement as to the general 
lines 'Which the proposed legislation should take. Acts of 
this type before the war were the Imperial Copyright Act 
of inii, the British Nationality and Status of Aliens* Act, 
1914. and the Naval Discipline Act of 1911.^ There is Ukcly 
to be a big development of legislation of this type in the 
future—especially with a view to securing uniformity i.n 
respect of commercial, industrihl and social questions— 
and the Imperial Assembly would be a body eminently 
suited to shape and to sift the Bills before these wore finally 
brought before the respective legislatures. The whole 
machinery would be immensely strengthened if the subject 
matter of the Bills had already been referred to Select Com¬ 
mittees in each Parliament for investigation. 

The probability of these Bills, and of the suggestions of 
the Imperial Cabinet, being accepted by the national 
legislatures would be greatly increased by prior sifting by 
men on the spot. Each Delegation would be able to make 
clear to the Assembly the point of view of its Parliament, 
and would return to expound the agreed-on legislation to 
that Parliament. The Assembly would of course possess 
no coercive powers, least of all any powers of taxation ; but 
there is not much doubt that measures about which there 
was general agreement in the Assembly would be accepted 
and enacted by the national legislatures. It is even probable 
that, as the peoples grow familiar with the working of tho 
Group machinery, measures passed by common consent 
in the Imperial Assembly would be accepted as a mattet^Of 
course by the sovereign Parliaments. 

In the last resort the British Cojnmonwealth will rdy 
upon the force of public bpinion throughout the Group-to 
bring a recalcitrant state into line with the others. No 

* For details, see Keith: Imperial Unity, pp. 240-3 and 558; '25X-3, 
3 * 4 - - ' 



MAtamSRY OF C(KIFERATION . 815 

' I ■ * ' 

pore potent force than public opinion exists in modem 
society; and since this force, rather than any paper coercive 
powers exercised by a-sovereign legislature, is to be the 
ultimate sanction of the Britisli Commonwealth, one of the 
greatest tasks of the future will be to organise it in the most 
effective way possible. A principal function of the Imperial 
Assembly would be to organise and to focus the public opinion 
of the Commonwealth. Herein lies the importance of one 
of the vital differences which is likely to exist between the 
Imperial Conference in its new form and the Imperial 
Assembly, namely, that whereas the informal discussions 
of the first can hardly be open to the public, althou^ 
its decisions should be published, the debates of the latter 
can be published and can be held in public. If the full 
value of the Imperial Assembly as an educative factor and a 
means of focusing public opinion is to be realised, it is abso¬ 
lutely essential that a lengthy daily summary of the debates 
should be cabled out to the Dominions at the public expense, 
and should be published in full in the newspapers. The 
verbatim reports would follow at the earliest possible moment 
by air-mail. In addition to thi.s it would be highly desirable 
that regular reports of the transactions of the Imperial 
Conference should be cabled to the Dominions by the Resident 
Ministers. A further means of keeping the public in touch 
with the work of the whole co-operative machinery of the 
Group would be the issuing of an Annual Report summing 
up the work of the Imperial Conference, the Imperial 
Assembly, and all thi‘ minor organs working under the 
direction of these* bodies. 
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VI. CRITICISM 

{a) Tk& Problem of Responsibility 

Reference must now be made to one or two of the principal 
criticisms which arc likely to be brought against the proposals 
outMned in the two preceding chapters. Both before and 
during the War, mudi was made by federalists of the argument 
that only by means of Imperial Federation could be solved 
*' the fundamental difliculty that the Imperial Foreign 

Secretary and his associates must be responsible to one 
** Parliament and the electorate which chooses it.” * This 
difficulty is no longer a very serious one. If, as is practically 
certain, the larger Dominions decide to establish their own 
Foreign Offices, and Foreign Services, the difficulty in their 
case will have practically disappeared. They will have their 
own Foreign Secretaries who will be responsible to their 
respective Parliaments and the electorates which choose these 
Parliaments. 

It is possible, however, that one or two of the smaller 
Dominions may continue as in the past to work through 
the British Foreign Secretary. Moreover, the greater 
Dominions, although they have their owm Foreign Offices, 
may decide on important occasions to allow the policy of 
the Group to be declared by the British Foreign Secretary 
as the group leader. As an example, wc might take the 
representation of the Group by the British Foreign Secretary 
in the Council of the League of Nations. In such cases, 
the group policy would first of all be decided in the Imperial 
Conference, and it is obvious that although the British 
Foreign Secretary would not be responsible, in the Engli^ 
sense of the terra, to the DocAinions for the execution of the 
policy entrusted to him, the Dominion Ministers would still 
be able to exercise a large measure of control over him in 
the Imperial Conference. And even the Dominion 
Parliaments, by means of their delegations in the Zm> 

^ RounA Table, September, 1916. 
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penal Assembly, would be, able to exercise some sort of 
control. 

But we must not forget that the typical English method 
of securing the responsibility of Ministers (the method, that 
is, of making them dismissiblc by a single parliament elected 
by a single electorate) is not the only method, and that 
there arc other methods whidi appear to be not much less 
effective in practice. Ministerial responsibility, in tlie 
English sense, is unknown to the great federal constitution 
of the United States. There the executive is responsible, not 
to Congress, but to the Electorate. Bryce shows convincingly 
that. de.spite the absence of formal means of enforcing the 
personal responsibility of the President, this responsibility 
is none the less effectively secured.' It is secured by the 
-sensitiveness of the Executive to public opinion as expressed 
in its familiar organs—in the press, in the elections to the 
numerous legislatures, both state and federal, and in the 
great political, economic, social and religious associations— 
which are characteristic of American public life.® 

There is no reason why the responsibility to the oversea 
peoples of the British Ministers, where they are empowered 
to act for these peoples in certain matters, may not be 
enforced by public opinion in much the same way as the 
responsibility of the American Executive is enforced by 
American public opinion. It is interesting to note, therefore, 
that prominent American students of the Imperial problem 
are not at all impressed by the argument used by advocates 
of Imperial Federation that responsibility can only be enforced 

' So far as the Constitutioii is concerned, the President, once he is 
elected, can looh forward to the uninterrupted enjoyment of almost 
de^tic powers for four years. He may be removed by impeachment, 
but this expedient is extremely difficult to employ, and has only once, 
and unsuccessfully, been adopted by Congress (Bryce: American 
Commonwealth, Vol. I, Ch. IV). Thc^rospect of re-election for a second 
term of office no doubt helps to make him more sensitive to public 
ophiion; bnt the importance of this factor is discounted by the lack 
of evidence of any mark^ difference,between the sensitiveness to 
public'opinion of a Arst-term President, who has hopes of re-election, 
and of a second-term President, who, by reason of the tradition against 
a third term, has no prospect of a further lease of power. 

* a. Bryce, op. cU„ Vol. 1 , Ch. IX, also Vol. II, Pt. IV. 
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efiectively by the English method, and that therefore Imperhd 
Federation is the only possible solution of this problem.^ 


(b) Must Co-operation Inevitably Fail ? 

One of the chief objections commonly brought by advocates 
of ^mpcrial Federation is that any system of co-operation 
as a method of settling the ** Imperial problem " must in 
the nature of things inevitably fail. Because of the 
'^'practical impossibility of conducting a true government 
“ by the co-operation of five governments/* it is asserted 
that the remedy for the difficulties which face the Empire 
" cannot be permanently found in any mechanism for enabling 
'* five separate communities to adjust their common policy 
" and determine their several liabilities by co-operative 
“ means. ..." * " The system," it is asserted, ** has often 
" been tried before. It was tried between England and 
“ Scotland, between Great Britain and Ireland, and in a 
" more completely co-operative form, between the revolted 
" American Colonies, and between the colonics now united 
" into the Dominion of Canada, the Commonwealth of 
" Australia, and the Union of South Africa, and in each 
" case it eventually failed ..." * The case thus outlined 
rests partly upon " analysis and argument," and partly 
upon appeals to " the cliicf historiciU precedents " and it 
must be answered on both counts. 

The " analj'sis and argument " rest ultimately upon an 

1 Cf. Prof. G. P. Adanis (a recognised authority on English Constito- 
tional history), YaU Review, June. 1916, and TIu Briiisk Empire astf 
the League of Peace (19x9). pp. 8-27. , 

There were, ol course, a number of eminent English authoritief Whp 
were not at all impressed by the f^ederalist argument. Cf. Sir Sydney 
Low: Nineteenth Century, August. 1917: Sir Frederick PoUMlt: 
Quarterly Review, January, 1918: and espsdally the review of Mr. 
Basil Worsfold's book: The Empire on the Anvil, by Sir Charles Lucas, 
in the Nineteenth Century, June, 19x6. 

^ Round Table, Septemb^, 19x6. 

* Ibid., June, 1917, p. 455. Ci. also Septexuber, 19x6, p. 700. 
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assuiaption—the assumption that between the Dbuiinions 
and the United Kingdom there will inevitably ari^ sooner 
or later disputes of sudi a nature that no cooperative 
machinery, however perfect, will be able to settle them— 
even if this machinery happens to be backed up by a public 
opinion founded upon th(^ close affection which grows 
from common names, from kindred blood, similar privileges 
** and equal protection.'* “ What right," the federalist 
argument runs, " have you to base your co-operative 
" machinery upon the contrary assumption ? You cannot 
" rule out the possibility of an irreconcilable dispute, and if 
" it comes how will your machinery deal with it ? In the 
" Imperial Conference the Dominion Representatives woiJd 
put their point of view; the United Kingdom representatives 
" would be unable to accept it; by refusing to accept it and 
" by insisting upon the adoption of their own policy they would 
" at once bring the Dominions face to face with ‘ the intolerable 
” alternatives of compliance or secession.'^ The only possible 
" escape from this dilemma is to forestall the inevitable 
" disagreement by the creation of an Imperial Federal 
" Parliament which will have power to settle such disputes 
" on the principle of majority rule." Provided that we accept 
the assumption upon which this argument is based—that of 
an irreconcilable disagreement—there is no escape from its 
'conclusion. If such disputes are inevitable in the Group, 
then its members will one day have to face these " intolerable 
" alternatives." Even if the Dominions had to accept the 
assumption they would still have to be convinced that such 
disputes could be solved by means of Imperial Federation, 
that this method would not be more likely to create than to 
solve disputes—that the '* intolerable alternatives of com- 
" plianoc or secession " would be in any way relieved, when, 
let us say, the representatives of Australia’s five millions 
were face to face with Eng|^and's forty-six millions in an 
indissoluble Federal Constitutibn. 


^ Ibid, 
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Growing Inter-dependmce 

But it is by no means clear th^ the assumption of inevitable 
and irrec'oncilable disputes is justified. Tlie assumption has 
been most frequently made by the very persons who have 
failed most conspicuously in their judgment of the possibilities 
of a system of free co-operation. I have ^own in earlier 
chapters how the old haunting fear of ultimate separation 
has disturbed the peace of a certain of Imperialist 
ever since the revolt of the American Colonies, how this 
fear has been unceasingly exploited by the advocates of 
Imperial Federation since the movement began in the latter 
half of the last century, and how year by year the wreckage 
of unfulfilled prophesies of impending dissolution has piled 
higher and higher on the beaches of history. Tlie whole 
history of the Empire since the epoch-making discovery of 
the principle of freedom has gone to discredit the assumption 
of ultimate separation. The steady increase of independence 
on the part of the Dominions has been accompanied by a 
steady increase of interdependence—not only in the political 
and in tiic economic spheres, but also in a cultural and 
spiritual sense. 

In two ways the problem of unity in the future is likefy 
to be simplified. In the first place it is likely that foreign 
policy will cause less friction in the Group than it has caused 
in the past. In the second place the League of Nations is 
likely to be a potent factor, not for the disruption, but for 
the consolidation of the Empire. 

The first point is sufficiently explained by a quotation 
from a .speech delivered by General Smuts in 1917.* " If,” 
he said, “ your foreign policy is going to rest, nert only on 
*' the basis of your (^binet hfue, but finally on the whole of 
“ the British Empire, it will have to be a simpler and more 
" intelligible policy, which ivill, I am Sure, lead in the end 
" to less friction, and the greater safety of the Empire. . . . 

* The British ComntoHweaUh of Nations, May 15th. Cf. for almost 
identical phrases on this point Lend Milner’s Speech on August i, t9X9* 
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And you can understand that once it is no longer an affair 
""of one Government, but of a large number of -Governments 
" who are responsible ultimately to their Parliaments for 
" the action they have takcm, you may be sure there will be 
" a great deal more publicity and discussion of foreign affairs 
" than there has ever been." 

The gathering together of the leaders of all nations in 
Paris, and the intimate contact between them and tlie leaders 
of the British Commonwealth, have made the latter see in 
a new light the great words in which Burke described the 
real basis of this group of kindred states. Hie result has 
been a series of remarkable speeches in whicli statesmen, 
differing as widely as General Smuts and Lord Milner, Sir 
Robert Borden and Mr. Hughes, have been united upon one 
point—that the. effect of separate representation of the 
Dominions in the League of Nations would be not to weaken 
but to consolidate the British Empire, and to unite more 
firmly than ever its various members as a distinct and 
intimate group of states within tlic wider circle of the 
Iwcague.^ By association with other nations in the League, 
the Dominions will realise that tlie differences which separate 
them from the other English-speaking nations are far less 
than those separating them from nations which speak other 
languages, have other inodes of thought, and inherit other 
traditions. 

In several ways the War has increased the spiritual unity 
of the British Commonwealth. It is difficult to estimate 
the effects of the vast imperial conference of soldiers from 
all parts of the Empire which wc have witnessed in the 
last six years. But it is certain that as a result of this 
conference there will be far more real understanding between 
the various parts of the Empire, and that the real unity of 
-the Empire as a group of peoples held together by the force 
of ideas will be immeasurably increased. The vast army 
educational experiments of the last few years will be followed 

f 

^ One of the chief objections to &e entry of ooutli Africa into the 
League which was raised by Nationalist speakers in the Union House 
was that thereby " South Africa would tie itself to the British Empue 
*' for ever/' {Capa Times, September xi, 19x9.) 

31 
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hy the flow, year by year, of thousands of Donunion students 
to the Universities, and the commercial and technical training 
centres of England and Scotland, and perhaps before long 
by the flow of students from the United Kingdom to Dominion 
Universities and training institutions. If there is one thing 
which it is reasonably safe to predict for the future, it is 
that the spiritual intimacy and the political and econmnic 
interdependence of the various members of the British 
Commonwealth will increase rather than diminish. The 
development of machinery both for political and economic 
co-operation, and the rapid growth of an intcr-Imperial 
network of voluntary associations of all kinds, will help to 
banish the nightmare of “ ultimate dissolution " to a com¬ 
fortable corner in our minds near the one occupied by that 
other '' last resort —Doomsday. 

Quite apart from the strong and natural desire of all the 
Dominions to retain some outward symbol of the old formal 
bonds of the family group, tlicre arc solid material reasons 
why the more isolated Dominions like ^tustralia and New 
Zealand should be anxious to avoid the formal dissolution 
of the British Empire. Such an event, even if it were 
followed by the reconstitution of the Empire as a group of 
independent sovereign states, would heighten their sense 
of isolation and of weakness. Even if they desired to do 
so, they caimot as yet afford to stand alone, and they are 
not yet conWnced that the League of Nations—despite the 
guarantee in Article X of their “ territori.!! integrity and 
“ existing political independence “—vvill offer thim sufficient 
Ijrotection against the possibility of attack from without. 
Moreover, they realise that formal independence would lie' 
likely 10 weaken rathei than to strengthen their position 
in the League. 


Disruptive Factors 

\ 

I 

There are, of course, certain factors in the present situation 
which may seem to make this estimate of the future of 
the connection'somewhat too confident. There is a stn a^ ll 
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separatist movement in Canada, and a more formidable 
one in South Africa; and above all, there is the sore which 
for more than a century has been slowly spreading poison 
through the veins of the British Commonwc^th, and which, 
in the last few years, has began to threaten its very existence 
—that is, the Irish question. 

The separatist movement in Canada has never attracted 
many adherents. It has been based upon^ {a) the idea, 
imported from the United States, that Canada is able 
to, and must, keep out of the vortex ** of European 
"politics"; (b) the fear of French Canadians that closer 
relationships with England would in some way lend to 
destroy French-Canadian nationalism; (c) the feeling that 
tile connection with England involves the acceptance by 
Canada of a status o{ political inferiority; and (d) the 
belief that closer political relations witli England would 
subject Canada to the will .of BritLsh capitalists and 
Imperialists. It seems clear that the events of the last 
few years have in some ways tended to weaken this case. 
Canada has entered into the vortex of European politics, 
and her membership of the League of Nations is likely to 
keep her there, llic force of the second and third objections 
has been very much diminished by the dianges in the status 
of Canada which have recently taken place. These changes 
have given her constitutional independence. By means of 
^general declaration of constitutional right, all traces of political 
inferiority may be swept away, and Canada will stand upon 
a basis of absolute equality with the United Kingdom or 
with any other indcix^ndcut sovereign state. Lastly, the 
effect of the rapid advance of the British Labour Party 
should be to lessen the fear that closer relations with England 
mean the dominance in Canada of British capitalist- 
imperialism. 

Although the Republican •ipovement in South Africa, led 
by Geneid Hertzog, appears at pjesent to be increasing in 

^ f 

^ Cf. Ewart: The Kingdom o/ Canada and The Kingdom Papers, 
especially No. 21: Imperil Projeeis and The Republic 0/ Canada (1917)* 
Cf. also for a fair summary of Canadian opinion on this point the 
Canadian Treaty Debate: Hansard, Vol. LIV (September, 1919). 
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force, it is hard to believe that this movement, like the 
separatist movement in Canada, will not be weakened by 
tlic developments already referred to. It is already opposed 
by practically the whole of the English population, and by 
the large section of the Dutch led by General Smuts. It is 
also bitterly opposed by the entire native population. The 
recent elections have shown a decisive majority against 
Republicanism, and there is little doubt that, if by means 
of a general declaration of constitutional right the indepen¬ 
dent status of South Africa is made perfectly clear to the 
followers of the Nationalist Party, this party will be con¬ 
siderably weakened. It is difficult to sec how the rank 
and file of the party will be able in the long run to resist 
the appeal made by General Smuts to the South African 
people to sink racial differences and to take an active and 
worthy part in world affairs, both in co-operation with tlic 
other members of the British Group and in co-operation with 
all nations in the wider League. In this connection, the 
words addressed to the Nationalist Deputation in Paris on 
June 5th, 1919, by Mr. Lloyd George, the once much reviled 
pro-Bocr, arc worth calling to mind: As one of the 
** Dominions of the British Commonwealtli, the South African 
people control their own national destiny in the fullest 
sense. In regard to the common Imperial concerns they 
" participate in the deliberations which determine Imperial 
" policy on a basis of complete equality. In the greatest 
" Conference in history South Africa is represented by two 
statesmen of indubitably Dutch origin, who have won for 
South Africa an extraordinary influence in tlic affairs of 
the world. It is futile to believe that South ^Vfiica can 
ever return to that isolation which was possible a century 
" ago. The world has become too knit together: the action 
of one part impinges too directly and too rapidly on the< 
" fortune of every other part fgp^aiiy nation to keep outside 
** the great common current of human affiiirs. The formation 
" of the League of Nations is the recognitfon of this inexorable 
fact, and in the future League of Nations South Africa will 
have the same membership and status and far more influence 
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y than any of the other States which are outside the ranks 
** of the few great Powers." ^ 

Whereas the se][»ratist movements in Canada and South 
Africa aifcct only these Dominions (and no very large parts 
, of their populations) the Irish question affects each member 
of the Group. The many thousands of Irishmen who have 
migrated to Australia and to Canada have taken with them 
bitter memories—^memories which arc being freshened year 
by year. Until some generous solution of the Irish problem 
is achieved, that bittcme.ss will remain, poisoning the political 
life of each Dominion, and poisoning the relations between 
the Dominions and England, as it is poisoning the relations 
between England and the country where the great majority 
of the Irish race now live—the United States of America. 
It is upon the assumption that the Irish question will be 
rapidly and satisfactorily settled in the near future, that 
the estimates already given of the future of Separatism in 
the Dominions have been based. If this assumption turns 
out to be unjiistifird. it cannot be too strongly urged that 
there is every likelihood that large numbers of those in each 
Dominion who at present support the idea of equal national 
status within the formal unity of the British Empire will 
make common cause with the Irish and also with the French 
or the Dutch nationalists, as the case may be, and move 
rapidly, not merely towards formal independence, but also 
towiirds actual separation from the British Group. " Unless," 
General Smuts has said, " the Irish question is settled on 
" the great principles which form the basis of this Empire, 
" tliis Empire must cease to exist."' 

If the " analysis and argument ” are based upon a doubtful 
a.ssumption, what of the " chief historical precedents " which 
are called in to support the argument that co-operation must 
inevitably fail ? It is not too much to say that these 
so-callcd " precedents" due entirel3^ unconvincing. The 
circmnstanccs of ^e cases mentioned—England and Scot¬ 
land, England and Ireland,* the failure of co-operation 
between the thirteen revolted American Colonies, the events 
which led to federation in Canada, Australia and South 
1 Farewell message on leaving England, July, 1919. 
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Africa—are so entirely different from those which confront 
the Empire, that they arc valueless as analogies. In each of 
these cases there were contiguous land frontiers between 
territories in a compact geographical area, and for this 
reason the held of friction was much greater than in the 
Empire, extending, as it did, not merely to external relations, 
but to everyday domestic affairs. In each case the unifying 
of the territories into a single State was the natural and 
fitting outcome of their condition. In each case all the 
facilities which make co-operation possible in the British 
Commonwealth were almost completely lacking. Facilities 
for transport and communications were almost non-existent 
when compared with the facilities of the twentieth century ; 
machinery of cu-operatiun was either non-existent or in an 
extremely rudimentary form. 

Let us examine any one of these " precedents,’* say 
American Confederation. Here thirteen colonics established 
a consultative council which manifestly failed to secure an 
efficient government in common affairs, and ended in hopeless 
bankruptcy. But the differences! Tliirtecn colonies with 
contiguous land frontiers, and therefore conflicting violently 
in such matters as tariffs and migration; despite their 
contiguity, separated by enormous distances; possessing 
slow vessels, and their roads impassable or non-existent; 
possessing scarcely even a localised press, no telegraph and 
a very primitive post office; inheriting no tradition of 
cx)-operation, but accustomed to quarrel amongst themselves ; 
and, finally, imbued with a deeply routed tradition of hostility 
to alien executives. Well might the Canadian correspondent 
in a recent number of The Round Table, in expressing the 
views of Canadians upon the historical analogies so elaborately 
worked out by Mr. Lionel Curtis, report them as feeling that 
** the analogies of Scotland and Ireland and the United 
** States are incomplete and net*^convincing.’'* 

Let us be honest with ourselves an^ admit, as most of 
the well-known historians of* the Empire admit, that there 
is no clear precedent upon which to base an argument as to 
the inevitable failure of co-operation. The Empire is some- 
* The Round Table, Sei>tember. 1918, pp. 837--8. 



< ' MACrt^RY OF CO-OPPUTION HXT 

I " ' t 

thing without parallel or precedent It is its own precedent 
in that, despite very imperfect machinery, it has itself afforded 
an example of successful co-operation both during the trials 
of war and the even greater trials of peace. As General 
Smuts said in 1917, " Yours is the only system that has 
" ever worked in history where a large number of nations 
“ has been living in unity.” 













CHAPTER XI 


THE BRITISH GROUP AND THE LEAGUE OK 

NATIONS 


"and from this point of view let us procq^d at once 
" to discard tlio id*, a of a super-Statc which is in 
" the minds of some people. No new super- 
** sovereign is wanted in the now world now arising. States 
" will here be controlled not by compulsion from above, but 
** by consent from below. Government by consent of the 
" governed is our formula. The old Empires were ruined 
" by thdr theories of sovereignty, which meant centralisation, 
absorption and denationalisation of the weaker national 
constituents of the population. The great League of 
Nations, like the lesser league already existing in the 
British Empire, will have to avoid the old legal concepts 
" of Imperialism in the new world of Freedom. We shall 
" likewise have to abandon all ideas of federation or con- 
" federation as inapplicable to the case, and not likely to be 
agreed to by any of the existing sovereign States. We arc 
" inevitably driven to the Conference system now in vogue 
" in the constitutional practice of the British Empire, although 
" it will necessarily have to be applied with very considerable 
modifications to the complex world condition obtaining 
under the League." 

(General Smuts : The League of Naiiof^ 

* , (December, 1918), p. 32) 
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" . , . Within the limits of the group of nations which 
" constitute the British Empire there is a very good exemplar 
" of what the world-wide league of Nations may be, and it 
" is for us within this Commonwealth of British nations, 

3>9 
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“within this more intimate Society of Nations M'hich is 
“ known as the British Empire, to accompli^ the working 
“ out of that task in such a manner as may be not only an 
" example, but an assistance to that wider ^cicty of Nations 
" which has just been founded in Paris.** 

(Speech by Sir Robert Borden, i6th May. 19x9) 

In words such as these quoted above General Smuts, one 
of the chief architects of the League of Nations, and Sir 
Robert Borden, the Prime Minister of the greatest of the 
Dominions, have indicated the high and difficult path in 
which the British Commonwealth must walk in its relation¬ 
ships with the League of Nations. Little has so far been 
done to explore this path, and only the vaguest ideas exist 
in the minds of the peoples of the British Group as to the 
present and the future relationships between the British 
Empire and tlie League. Yet, since upon the attitude taken, 
and the relationships maintained by the British Empire with 
regard to the League, depend the whole future of the latter 
body, it is not too much to say that no question which 
confronts the public at the present time is of greater 
importance than this, or calls for more earnest thou|^t. 

An investigation of this question involves a study of the 
following points : (i) How far the British Empire has been 
used ns a model for the constitution of the League; (2) The 
position of the British Empire, and especially of the Dominions, 
in the League ; (3) The principle of gi'ouping in the League ; 
(4) The functions of the British Group wiihin the League,' 
with special reference to its functions in respect of the general 
development of the organs of international government, and 
in respect of international economic and cultural relationdiips. 


I. THE BRITISH COMMONWE^ETa AS THE MODEL OT THE 

LEAGUE 
^ * 

The Nature of the Commonwealth and of the League 

It is now well-known that the draft prepared by General' 
Smuts was one of the chief influences in determining the final 
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fotm of the Covenant of the League, and it is therefore very 
interesting to note the way in which he ccmtinualiy refers to 
the British Empire as in many important respects a model 
for the league. ^ A very brief study of the ways in which 
the experience of the British Empire has actually influenced 
the structure of the League, will afford some guidance as to 
the present and future relationships between the two bodies. 
Students of international relations, engaged with a new 
intensity on the age-long quest of a means of preventing war, 
have naturally turned with interest to " the one system 
** which has ever worked in history where a large number 
"*of nations have been living in unity." The v^ue of the 
methods of conciliation and of cabinet conference developed 
by the British Commonwealth was generally recognised by 
these students. But an essential factor upon which the 
.success of these methods largely depended was not so clearly 
perceived. The experience of the British Empire has gone 
far to prove that peace is a by-product of normal and healthy 
international co-operation, and that the way to discover peace 
is not to be obsessed with the idea of avoiding war—^because 
those who are obsessed with the idea of avoiding a thing are 
most likely to collide with it—but to be filled with the desire 
^to co-operate with a view to enabling each people to live, 
in the fullest measure, the good life. The new principle of 
international relations which shines out from the lengthy 
and somewhat dreary debates of the Imperial Conference^on 
such questions as emigration, commercial relations and com* 
munications. is the principle of mutual service between 
nations in matters of living everyday interest. 

The experience of the last years of the war drove home this 
new conception to the minds of the more far-sighted of those 
engaged on the problem of maintaining universal peace. 
As the war drew to a close and the problem of establishing a 
permanent League of Nation^hecomc more insistent, it began 
to be perceived that ^he League of Nations was no longer a 
mere idea, but was actually being built up in a rude form in 
the alliance against Germany. Tlie years 1914-18. which saw 

^ TV LMgue of Nations (December. 1918). pp. 9: 29-30; 3 ». 
War^Tim speeches [1917)> VP-7 > i3-J7 : 3*- 
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European civilisation ^aken to its foundations, witnessed 
also a growth of international co-operation on an unprece¬ 
dented scale. Reluctantly and in the face of deeply rooted 
prejudices the Allies were forced into closer and closer political, 
military, and economic co-operation. Isolated communica¬ 
tions between the Allied Governments grew into regular 
consultation. This took shape finally in the Supreme War 
Council—^a political body composed of the Prime Ministers 
and Foreign Secretaries of the Allied Governments—^whidi 
was established at Versailles in November 1917. To this 
Council was attached a permanent military staff which 
corresponded roughly to the Imperial General Staff of the 
British Group. A month later a permanent Allied Naval 
Council composed of the Ministers of Marine of the nations 
concerned, and the chiefs of the Naval Staffs, was established'. 
Unity-of command, which had been adopted at the outset 
by the British Empire, was only adopted by the Allies on the 
military side in the last yoar of the war. and on the naval side 
was never adopted at all. On the economic side the pressure 
of the war forced the Allies to build up step by step a vast 
framework of Committees and Councils—such as the Maritime 
Transport Council, the Council on War Purchases and Finance, 
the I^ogrammc Committees, and the Supreme Economic 
Council—^which made possible international economic co¬ 
operation on a unique scale. The successes of the develop¬ 
ments, added to the deepening perception that, if the economic 
and political needs of the world’s peoples were allowed to 
slip back into the old anarchy of international competition 
tempered by diplomatic intrigue, a recurrence of war in a 
more terrible form would be inevitable, helped to bring to the 
foreground the new view of the League expressed by General 
Smuts-^the view which regarded it not merely^ as a po^I^ 
means for preventing war. but much more as "'a great digjsn 
'* of the ordinaiy peaceful li^cf of civilisation."' 

There is nothing in its constitution to prevent the League 
becoming such an organ; whether it does so ot not depends 
on the ability of the statesmen and tlie peoples to seize the 
opportunity whicn it offers. If this opportunity is seized 
the League will become the director and supervisor of a vast 
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network of international councils and bureaux, including all 
the international bodies, such as the Universal Postal Union, 
already in existence, and the large number of new international 
bodies vdiich have been found necessary to satisfy the require¬ 
ments of the peoples during the war, and will be equally 
necessary in some form or other to satisfy their requirements 
in time of peace. ‘ As we have already seen, the working out 
of the same principle of mutual service is leading to a some¬ 
what similar result in the British Group of States—^namely 
the creation of a number of joint intcr-imperial bodies under 
the supreme direction of the Imperial Conference, or of 
Subsidiary Conferences of Ministers responsible for particular 
functions. 

A careful study of the covenant of the League and of the 
Commentary* upon it issued by the British Government reveals 
many other remarkable resemblances between the League and 
the British Empire. 

The principles upon which tlie British Commonwealth 
of Nations is organised are : (i) the freedom and independence 
of its constituent states; (2) tlic settlement of common 
problems by the method of conference between govcriunents, 
followed by executive action on the part of, and at the 
discretion of, those governments. These principles have 
also been adopted as the basis of the League. The framers 
of the Covenant rejected all projects for an international 

* Cf. Articles 24 and 23 of the Covenant which make provision (a) for 
international action with rogard to labour legislation, white slave 
traffic, the prevention of disease and so forth, and {b) for the placing 
of all international bureaux and commissions under the direction of the 
League. It is noteworthy that the covenant in its opening words 
placM the promotion of " international co-operation" before the 
prevention of war. At its first few meetings the Council of the 
League has dealt not merely with war issues, including armaments, 
boundaries, etc., but also has taken stops to bring about the formation 
of a permanent Court of Intematloipal Justice and permanent inter¬ 
national bodies to deal with Health and Transport problems. It has 
oiganised a Conference oh Finance, i^ considering the formation of a 
Central Statistical Council, etc., etc. 

* Cmd. 151 (19x9). The Conunemary was prepared by Lord Robert 
Cedi and General Smuts (staitement by Mr. Rowell, Canadian Hansard, 

..liiicli IX, 1920). 
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super-atate, feeling, no doubt, that a method of govemxnent, 
which even a family group of states such as the Brittsli 
Empire persisted in rejecting on the ground that it nieant a 
serious and unnecessary encroachment on their freedom 
and independence, would have not the least chance of 
acceptance by the heterogeneous crowd of states whidi form 
the League of Nations. On the other hand, they decided 
to follow the precedent of the Briti^ Empire in supplementing 
and largely (it may be hoped) superseding the defective 
method of diplomacy by the new and more effective method 
of conference ** in vogue in the constitutional practice of 
'* the Briti^ Empire.** 

How closely the league adheres to the spirit of the British 
Commonweal til in these respects may be judged from tlie 
words in which the British Commeniary sums up the general 
intent of the Covenant: " The document that has emerged 
" from these discussions is not the constitution of a super- 
** State, but. as its title explains, a solemn agreement between 
“sovereign States, which consent to limit their complete 
“ freedom of action on certain points for the greater good 
“of themselves and the world at large. Recognising that 
“ one generation caimot hope to bind its successors by un- 
“ written words, the Commission has worked throughout 
“ on the assumption that the League must continue to depend 
“ on the free consent, in the last resort, of its component 
“ States : this assumption is evident in nearly every article 
“ of the Covenant of which the ultimate and most effective 
“ sanction must be the public opinion of tlic civilised world. 

*' If the nations of the future are in the main selfish, grasping 
*‘ and warlike, no instrument or machinery will restrain them. 

“ It is only possible to establish an organisation which may 
'*make pea^ul co>operation easy and hence customary, 

'* and to trust in the influence of custom to mould opinion 
A necessary consequence of adoption of the principle of 
free consent as the basis of the League is the provision in 
Artide I, which allows any member to withdraw provided 
certain conditions as to notice, etc., are fulfilled. “ It is ' 
“ believed,** wisely remarks the Commeniary, '* that the ' 
** concession of the right of withdrawal wUj|i in fact, remove" 
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" ^ likelihood of a wish for it« by freeing States from any 
''sense of constraint^ and so tending to their more whole* 
"hearted acceptance of mcmbcr^p/' In this matter also 
the League resembles the Bhiish Commonwealth. 


The Machinery of the League and its Working 

The main organs of the League—the Assembly, the Council, 
and the Secretariat—correspond roughly, both in structure 
and functions, to those already established or likely to 
cstiiblishcd in the British Group. It is worth noting that 
though the Covenant provides only for occasional meetings 
of the Council, the British Commentary points out that there 
is nothing in the: Covenant to prevent the places of the 
“ national leaders " of States directly represented in the 
Council " being taken in the intervals between the regular 
“ meetings by representatives permanently resident at the 
“ seat of the League. ..." If this development takes 
^lace (and there is every likelihood that the Lea^e, like the 
British Group of States, will soon discover the need of con¬ 
verting spasmodic into continuous consultation) there will 
be a very close parallel between the Council of the League 
and the Imperial Cabinet with its regular matings of Prime 
Ministers supplemented in the intervals by regular meetings 
of Resident Ministers representing the Prime Ministers. 
The Covenant gives no direct authority for the assumption 
made here (and also in the Commentary) that the meetings 
of the Council will be attended by Cabinet Ministers rather 
than by mere Ambassadors. It cannot be too strongly 
emphasised that if the organs of the League become mere 
meeting places for diplomats, the League is doomed to failure. 
The necessities of international co-operation will be satisfied 
by nothing less than edbinei consultation, that is to say, 
direct personal consultation betyreen the leaders of the 
Governments concerned. Nothing stands out more clearly 
fr^ the experience of the British Empire than the fact 
that the success otj^intemational co-operation depends upon 
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the leaders of the governments which desire to coH>perate 
being brought face to face without intennediaries;^ 

The provision in the Covenant that decisions of the Council 
sliall be unanimous is paralleled by the convention observed 
in the Imperial Conference. In practice unanimity, where 
it was really essential, has been secured without difficulty 
in the Imperial Conference, and only on one or two rare 
instances has the spectacle been witnessed of a minority 
acrmiescing without a very good grace in the will of the 
majority. Despite the differences between the moral ties 
which bind together a family group, and those which unite 
a i^aguc of all states, the Commentary is probably justified 
in its belief that the requirement of unanimity in the League 
is not likely to be a serious obstacle in practice. Granted 
“ the desire to agree, which the conception of the League 
" demands, it is believed that agreement will be reached, 
or at least that the minority will acquiesce.'"* 


The Mandatory System 

But the most striking of all the ways in which the British 
Empire has served as a model for the League of Nations 
is to be seen in the clauses of the Covenant which embody 
the '* mandatory *' principle. These clauses adopt the best 
features of the best English practice with regard to tropical 
dependencies, notably the princi]jlc of the open door, or equal 
economic opportunity for all nations, and the principle of 
the non-militarisation of the native inhabitants. The two 
main provisions in Article XXII of the Covenant are: That 
the well-being and development of peoples not yet able, fpr 
various reasons, to stand by themselves shall form a sacred. 

trust of civilisation," and that the tutelage of such peoples 

> The first few meetings clothe League have been attended pardy 
by Ministers and partly by Ambassadors. 

* It is important to remember that amendments of the Covenant 
require unanimity in the Council, but only a majority in the AeBembly 
(Article XXVI). 
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shonld be entiusted in each case, under definite conditions, 
to an advanced nation, which by reason of its experiencef 
its resources, or its geographical position, can best undertake 
the responsibility. These provisions show the influence on 
the one hand of the British principle of trusteeship, and on 
the other of the general experience (confirmed especially 
by British colonial experience) that such trusteeship can 
only be satisfactorily undertaken by a single state. As 
General Smuts has noted, joint international administration, 
under the existing limitation of the method, is not satisfactory 
as a method of governing peoples or territories, though ** it 
**has worked fairly well in intcniational business ari-angc- 
" ments of a limited scope such as postal arrangements, 

" the Danube Commission, and similar cases.”' 

It has not been generally realised how very closely the 
British Empire has approximated in certain respects to the 
mandatory system established by the League of Nations. 
Three of the Dominions, Australia, New Zealand, and South 
Africa, have in tlie past been entrusted by the United Kingdom 
with the government of certain native territories on the 
understanding that these should be administered in the 
interests of the native inhabitants. Thus, the Common* 
wcaltli of Australia, by the Papua Act of 1905, accepted 
British New Guinea as a territory under its authority and 
provided for its government along the lines of the best Englisli 
practice in tropical dependencies. But by far the most 
interesting of all the«w examples is to be found in the man* 
datory provisions embodied in the schedule to the South 
African Constitution. The colony of Basutoland and the 
protectorates of Swaziland and Ikichuanaland remain as 
before the Union under the control of tlio Imperial Govern¬ 
ment ; but provision has been made in the Act of Union 
whereby the Government af these territories might be en¬ 
trusted to the Union under conditions which were elaborately . 

' It is important to note, however, tliat General Smute seems to- 
jr^jard thia as merely a temporary limitation duo to the absence' ol a - 
really efficient iuiematiotial Civil Service composed of offidals traide^^ 
to look at things from a large human instead of a national point of 
; *'yiaw.”' (TJle league 0/ Na«ieN5. pp. 18-19; 28.) 
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Specified in the schedule to the Act. ^ This schedule is in fact 
an excellent example of the ** mandatory charter " which 
is contemplated under Article XXII of the Covenant of the 
League. 


II. THE STATUS OF THE BRITISH GROUP IN THE LEAGUE 

The ReconeilieUion of Equal Status and of Group Unity 

f 

In his farewell message on leaving England in July, 1919, 
General Smuts referred as follows to the position secured by 
the Dominions in the League : 

Tlie Dominions have been well launched on their great 
''career;- their status of complete nationhood has now 
received international recognition, and as members of the 
Britannic League they will henceforth go forward on terms 
of equal brotherhood with the other nations on the great 
" paths of the world." 

That this position was not gained without "constant 
" effort and firm Insistence on the part of the Dominions, 
was made clear in the Treaty Debates in the Dominion Parlia¬ 
ments. In the first draft of the Covenant as submitted to 
the Peace Conference, no provision was made for the separate 
representation of the Dominions. This was due partly to 
the desire of some of the British representatives to avoid 
taking a step which appeared to weaken the cohesion of the 
Empire, and partly to the fact that foreign statesmen were 
either ignorant of, or failed to recognise the significance of. 
the great constitutional developments which in a few years 
have dianged the British Commonwealth from a single state 
to a group of equal and autoBomous states. It was only 
aftOT careful explanations of the facts of the situation had 
been made by Dominion and British^ Ministers, and the 
former had very strongly insisted upon the right of the 
Dominions to equal representation, that the justice of the^ 

> South Africa Act (1909), { 151 and schedule. 

* Sir Robert Borden, in Canadian Treaty Debate. 
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claim was fully recognisc4 and separate representation was 
granted.^ 

How successful was the struggle for equal status may be 
gathered from the speech of General Smuts in the Treaty 
Debate in the Union Assembly: “ . . . A question had been 
** put,** he said, ** whether South Africa had exactly the same 
** advice and tlie same representation on the League of 
'* Nations as Britain. The answer was in the athimative. 
** absolutely and independently of England. . . . ** But this 
claim for equal status had to be reconciled with the claims 
of group unity. "... We were equally anxious," said 
General Smuts, " to sec that nothing was done whidi*would 
" loosen the tics wliicli bind together the British Empire.*' 
As these sentences indicate, the problem as it presented 
itself to the statesmen of the Empire was to reconcile tlie 
formal group unity of the British Commonwealth with the 
cohstitutional independence of its members, that is, in other 
words, to give the Dominions the same rights and duties in 
the League as ordinary sovereign states, without destroying 
the formal marks of group unity, or in other words formally 
disrupting the Empire. The solution finally adopted was 
arrived at only after the most careful deliberation on the part 
of the Imperial War Cabinet, which iii January, 1919, had 
appointed a representative committee to consider the question 
in all its bearings. 

An examination of the Covenant of the League shows 
how the twofold purposes—the reconciliation of unity with 
diversity—^was actually carried out. " The High Coiitract- 
" ing Parties," the Preamble of the Covenant states, " ag;,rec 
" to this Covenant of the league of Nations ...” In the. 

^ A similar struggle (which was also successful) was made by the 
Dominion Ministers to secure the equal representation of the Dominions 
in the International Labour Organisation. Cf. Hansard (Canada), 
September 2 and 8, 1919. precedents were not, however,' 

followed in the constitution of International Commission for Air 
Navigation [Cmd. 6707,1920. wherCi the representation of the Group of 
British States is somewhat less and their voting power considerably 
less than that of single states such as the U. S. and France. This is 
all the metre surprising in view of the fact that Article 40 of the Con¬ 
vention lays it down that " The British Dominions and India shall be 

deemed to be States for the purposes of the present Conventioii.** 



840 BSin^H COMMONWEALTH OF/KATIOKS: 

Preamble to the Peace Treaty (of whidi the’Coyenairt is a 
part) the British Empire—not its parts individually-^-is 
mentioned as a '* Contracting Party." That the term 
" British Empire " no longer connotes a single state but a 
Group of States is made clear by the fact that when the 
British Empire signs its name, its signature is a group signa¬ 
ture.^ All the independent members of the High Contracting 
Group of States called the British Empire received separate 
representation as original Members of ^e league. Article T 
of the Covenant opens with the words: 

"The original Members of the League shall be those of 
" the Signatories which are named in the Annex to this 
" Covenant . . The first column of signatories of 
Treaty of Peace and members of the League of Nations stands 
as follows in the Annex : 

United States of America. 

Belgium. ^ 

Bolivia. 

Brazil. 

British Empire. 

Canada. 

Australia. 

South Africa. 

New Zealand. 

India. 

China. 

The significance of the list lies in its arrangement, \riiirh 
indicates the existence of a distinct group of states, and in 
its use of the term " British Empire." What is this studied 
use of the term " British Empire " intended to signify ? It 
means: (i) that the formal unity of the Empire (which 
consists in the concentration ir^, the Imperial Crown 
sovereignty in respect of treaty-making powers, etc., and Tu 
the/egalsoverdgnty of the B|jitish Parliament) is safeguarded; 
(2) that the person who attends the Council of the League 
as die " British £mi»re Representative " (under Article IV, 

1 This point was repeatedly emphasised by Ministers in the vaiiotM 
Canadian Treaty debates. 



AKD tEAAUB OF NATIONS Ml 

the Council is to consist of ** representatives of the United 

States of-America, of the British Empire/' etc.), will go 
there normally in three capacities: (^) as a Britirii Cabinet 
Minister representing the United Kingdom; (b) as the 
representative of such Dependencies of the United Kingdom 
' as are not yet fully self-governing, e.g., Crown Colonies and 
Protectorates; and (c) as the person entrusted by the British 
Group of States (each of which is an independent member of 
the League with the right of a separate voice) with tlie duty 
of representing them on the Council with regard to the more 
important of their common interests. 

The value of this arrangement from the point of view of 
the Dominions lies in the unique position which it gives them 
with regard to the Council, the body which is likely to be the 
chief centre of power in the Tjcagvie. Under Article IV of 
the Covenant, the Council will consist of " Representatives 
"of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, together 
" with Representatives of four other Members of tlwiXeague." 
Tliese four Members are to be elected by the Assembly from 
amongst the body of minor Powers. In addition to its 
chance of being elected as one of these four Representative 
States the ordinary small state has the right, shared by any 
Member of the League not directly represented on the 
Council, of being invited " to send a representative to sit 
" as a ntember '* [i.e. with all the powers, such as voting, 
enjoyed by the ordijiary member] “ at any meeting- of the 
"Council during the consideration of matters specially 
"affecting the interests of that Member of the League."' 
Both these avenues into the Council are open to the Dominions 
as Members of the League ;* and they have in addition 

> ArticloIV. 

* Tbe eligibility of tbe Dominions for election to the Gnindl or their 
right to appear there and to vote as '* interested " members was only 
secured after a '* hard fight ” by tba Dominion Ministers. Sir Robert 
Borden was carefnl to obtain a document signed by M. Clemcnccau. 
President Wilson, and M/t Lloyd George, in which they expressed fheir 
"' entire eoncuxrence ” in tbe view that upon the true construction of 
Article IV, rq>re8entatives of the srif-goveming Dominions of the 
** British Empire may be selected or nam^ as members of the Council.** 
(Quoted in Canadian Treaty Debate: Hansard, LIV, p. 89.) 
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a third means of entry into the Council wliich is not open to 
the ordinary small state such as Belgium or Brazil. There 
is nothing in the Covenant to prevent the appearance of a 
Dominion Minister on the Council as the Group leader, that 
is as the ** British Empire Representative," just as there is 
nothing in the British Constitution to prevent any Dominion 
Minister (or for that matter any Dominion citizen) from 
becoming a member of the British Cabinet. The discussion 
which took place in Paris showed clearly that there is every 
intention of making use of the avenue whenever occasion 
arises. An additional advantage over other small states 
which their membership of the British Groiip gives to the 
Dominions, is that even when they hiivc no direct repieseiita- 
tives present on the Council their interests are permanently 
represented there by the leader of their Group, that is by the 
United Kingdom.^ 

Thus separate membership of the League gives to a 
Dominion precisely the same rights and obligations in the 
League as the ordinary sovereign state. Canada, for example, 
has the same rights as Belgium with regard to the Assembly, 
the Council, and the Secretariat of the League. The same 
equality with regard to rights and obligations will apply to 
all Conventions drawn up by the League. 

The chief obligations which a Dominion incurs by its 
acceptance of separate membership of the League are as 
follows: (i) Under Article X it is a party to the mutual 
guarantee of the territorial integnty and political indepen* 
deuce of all Members of the League. (2) Under Article XI 
any war or threat of war, w'hethcr immediately affecting the 
Dominion or not, becomes its concern as a member of the 
League. (3) Under Articles XIl-XV a Dominion agrees 
that if a dispute, likely to lead to rupture, arises betwe^ 

^ Although a Dominion has a t^hnical right of election to d&e 
Council as one of tlie four representatives of the minor Powers, there 
is not much diance of such au election taking place, because the two 
great English speaking states will already lutvc a prepondecatlug 
influence in that body. It should be noted, however, that in the 
International Labour Organisation, where a similar poeltion exists. 
Canada has been chosen as one of the four elected reprosetttaUves on 
the Governing Body. 
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itself and another Member of the League, it will submit the 
matter either to arbitration or to enquiry by the Council. 
(4) Under Article XVI a Dominion pledges itself to take the 
measures prescribed therein (the severance of all relations, 
political, financial, commercial, etc.) against a covenant¬ 
breaking state. (5) Finally, if it happens to be one of the 
three Dominions (Australia, New Zealand and South Africa) 
entrusted with mandates, it pledges itself under Article XXIl 
tp carry out the terms of its tnisteeriiip as prescribed by the 
League, and to render to the Council an annual report in 
reference to the territory committed to its charge. 

As I have already pointed out, it by no means follows that 
because the states of the British Group have secured separate 
membership in the League, they will therefore speak and 
act as separate units, either in the meetings of the League 
or in the fulfilment of their obligations under the Covenant. 
The Covenant was in fact an express recognition of their 
right to form what General Smuts called " an inner Britannic 
“ circle.*’ ” We have secured," he said, " an inner League, 
" and the world has agreed to it." The British States will 
tlius continue to work together as a Group with regard to all 
the more important questions which come before the League. 
,The attitude which the members of the Group are to take in 
the League with regard to such questions will be decided by 
prior consultation in the Imperial Conference. The acceptance 
by each member of the Group (including the United King¬ 
dom) of the principle that no member sliould enter into 
any relation with, or take any action in, the League, except 
after consultation with the other members, is essential to 
the continuance of any group life.^ The Group will as far 

^ It has been suggested recently in New Zealand {Times, April 23, 
xp2o) by Sir James Allen, formerly Minister of Defence bi New Zealand, 
ahd now High Commissioner, the Dominions should not enter 
into direct relatlonshipe with the League, but should " transmit repre¬ 
sentations through Britain after consultation " ; and for tills purpose 
he suggested the establishment *of a Secretariat in London to co¬ 
ordinate such representations from tho Dominions. This might suit 
New Zealand but it would be obvioWy incompatible with the national 
status of Canada or Australia. The a^ct observance of the rule that 
no representations should be made by any member without prior 
oonaultation is however essential. 
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as possible act as a unit, not merely in the Council of the 
League—where for the present it will normally be represented 
by its recognised leader, the United Kingdom— but alsb in 
the Assembly, where each member, although separately 
represented and therefore having the right to exercise an 
independent vote, will not be likely in any vital matter ta 
indulge in the luxury of separate action. As Lord Milner 
has said in a recent speech : "... Anything like dissension- 
" between different British States in the Councils of the 
" League would be so overwhelmingly condemned by public 
" Opinion in all of them thi^t it should be an ea^ task for 
" statesmanship to avoid it." 


Objections Raised against this Solution 

In the Ouiadian Treaty Debate the criticism was marie 
. that the position of the Dominions as separate members of 
tlic League might, under certain circumstances, involve 
them ill a war against Great Britain or against one another. 
It was argued that if Great Biitain, for example, were involved 
ill a dispute with another Member of the League and declared 
war despite an adverse decision on the part of the Council 
of the League, then in accordance with Article XVI of the 
Covenant tlic Council might decide to recommend to the 
Dominions to use their force against their Motlicr Country.* 
All effective reply was made to this criticism by the Canadian 
Ministry, and it ran as follows : (i) That the Council Would 
recommend the Dominions to take such action against Great 
Britaun was “ an unthinkable proposition.*’ (2) If, however^ 
the Council did give this advice, say to Canada, she would 
at once become entitled under Article IV " to sit as a member " 
on the Council; and since the Council cannot act except by 
the unanimous consent of its members, Canada could not 
be compelled to take any sudi action unless she agreed' to 
it.* 

* Hansavd, September 9, 1919, p. 120. 

* Ibid., pp. 136-7 (Mr. Rowell), and September iith, pp. 267^10. 
It should be rcmcmberod that both President Wilson and General 
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The American Reservation 

But by far the most important criticisms are those which 
have be^ raised in the United States. These criticisms 
take two forms: (i) an objection to the separate representation 
of the Dominions and of India, that is of the ** possessions of 
England ” (as they are conceived), on the ground that this is 
a mere ** dodge ” on her part to secure six votes and eighteen 
representatives in the Assembly (together with a possibility 
of securing more than one vote on the Council in the event 
of a Dominion being elected there as one of the four nSnor 
states, or being invited there as an interested " member) 
as compared with the one vote and three representatives 
. secured by the United States in the Assembly, and its one vote 
on the Council; (2) an objection against inner groups, leagues, 
or alliances within the aU-embracing League, on the ground 
that they will cause friction, and will tend to defeat the objects 
for which the League exists. Of the two, the second objection 
is much the most important—though from the point of view 
of the party politician it is a poor rallying cry as compared 
with the six votes issue—^and will be dealt with in the two 
following sections. 

It is im];)ortant to understand how tlie six votes issue arose. 
The explanations given privately to President Wilson in 
Paris completely satisfied him as to the justice of the claims 
for separate representation made by the Dominions. The 
Treaty containing these provisions, when brought before the 
^nate, came before a body which did not hear these explana¬ 
tions (except indirectly, and to a limited extent, from the 
President, himself), a b^y, moreover, whose constitutional 

Smuts (Cf. Congressionat Record, quoted lu Canadian Hansard, 
September 9,1919, p. 123 ; and treaty Debate in Union House, Capa 
Timas, Sept^ber 9th), have givfin as their interpretation of the 
Covenant that " nothin^shall be done afieoting any nation unless it is, 
a consenting party" (General Smuls), and " the unanimous vote of 
" the Council b only advice in any case. Each Government b free to 
'* reject it if it plea^ " (President Wilson). A similar interpretation 
has been given by the British Commentary. 
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rights President Wilson appeared to have gone out of his way 
to flout. Hence, partly with a view to the assertion of these 
constitutional rights, and partly because of a genuine dislike 
of many of the provisions of the Treaty and a fe^r of 
the dangers which these provisions might involve for the, 
United States, the Senate proceeded to frame and to pass a 
series of reservations to the Treaty.^ As soon as the Treaty 
was presented to the Senate, its critics at once seized upon the 
six votes of the British Empire as a good rallying cry and 
ultimately embodied this objection in one of their reservations. 
In its final form, as passed by the Senate in March, 1920, 
this reservation ran as follows: 

** Until Part 1, being the Covenant of the Ijcague of Nations, 
" sliall be so amended as to proviflc that the United States 
" shall be entitled to cast a number of votes equal to that 
" whicli any member of the League and its self-governing 
“ dominions, colonies, or parts of Empire in the aggregate 
“ shall be entitled to cast, the United States assumes no obli- 
gation to be bound, except in cases where Congress has 
" previously given its consent, by any election, decision, 
report, or finding of the Council or Assembly in which any 
" member of the League and its self-governing dominions, 

" colonies, or parts of Empire in the aggregate have cast more 
than one vote. The United States assumes no obligation 
“ to be bound by any decision, report, or finding of the Council 
or Assembly arising out of any dispute between the United 
" States and any member of the League, if such member or 
*‘any self-governing dominion, colony, or pait of Empire 
“ united with it politically has a vote.'* 

The way in which this move has been received by all the 
states of the Empire shows the value which is attached by 
the Dominions and the United Kingdom to tlic separate repre- 

1 It has not been sufficiently realised that the general aim of these 
reservations was merely to preserve ynimpaired the power of Congress 
to decide in the last resort whethex^or not the United States should be 
bound by any action of the League. Tliis position does not differ 
materially from the attitude taHen by the British Members of the ' 
League, and merely makes more plain the interpretation of the Covenant 
given by Dominion and British Ministers. (Cf. the British Com¬ 
mentary.) 



BitmSH GKOUP AMD LEAGUE OF MATtONS 847 

sentation of ihe former in the League. When Lord Grey 
stated, in his letter to The Times on January 31, 1926. that 
neither the self-governing Dominions nor Great Britain could 
admit of any qualification whatsoever of the right of the 
Donunions to full membership of the League, he was merely 
stating a fact which for a period of sever^ months had been 
repeatedly and emphatically stated by the Government and 
other organs of public opinion in each of the Dominions, and 
also in the United Kingdom. The Government of Canada 
have been especially emphatic in their refusal to assent to 
** any impairment of her status or voting rights under the 
Treaty” and they have been quick to point out the incon¬ 
sistency between the reservation against the six votes of the 
British Empire, and the other leservalions of the Senate which 
insist upon the maintenance unimpaired of the Monroe 
Doctrine—a doctrine which gives the United States a sort of 
control over all the seventeen other American States, some 
of which (such as Cuba, Panama. Haiti, and Guatemala) 
are economically and politically dependent on her, and, despite 
this, have been freely given full votes in the League. 

The general altitude taken by the United Kingdom and 
the Dominioas to this reservation has been well stated by 
Lord Grey in his letter to The Times (Jiinuary 31,1920). ” To 
” any provision,” he wrote, ” which makes it clear that none 
” of the British votes can be used in a dispute likely to lead 
'* to a rupture in whidi any part of the British Empire is 
” involved no exception can be taken. This is the only 
” reasonable interpretation of the Covenant as it now stands. 

” If any part of the British Empire is involved in a dispute 
” with the United States, the United States will be unable 
” to vote, and all parts of the British Empire, precisely because . 
” they are partners, will be parties to that dispute and equally 
” unable to vote. But as regards their right to vote where 
” they are not parties to a^ispute, there can be no qualifica- 

'* tion, and there is very gen^^al admission that the votes of 

• 

^ In Times, February 17, 1920. The whole question has been 
debated in the Canadian House of Commons (March ix and 16, 1920), . 
and all parties in the House were unanimous in their insistence upon 
the fall recognition of Canada as an independent Member ottfae league. 
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** the self-govetning Dominions would in most eases be found 
** on the same side as that of the United Stetes.*' It will be 
noted that Lord Grey in the earlier part of this quotation 
freely accepts the contention expressed in the last^sentence 
of the American Reservation. The contention has also 
been accepted by the Canadian Government. In rejecting 
the idea that Canada would have a vote in the case 
of dispute between the United States and the United 
Kingdom, Mr. Rowell (President of the Council) has 
recently said: Canada owes allegiance to the same 
Sovereign as Great Britain, and so long as she continues to 
** do she would be a party in the interest and disentitled 
** to a vote. If she disclaimed her interest and claimed the 
** right to vote she would thereby proclaim her indc- 
'* pcndence."‘ There is, of course, an obvious difference 
between the cases imagined here and the case already referred 
to, where it has been assumed (by Messrs. Rowell and Doherty) 
that if Canada were to be advised by the Council to take any 
positive action against any covenant-breaking state, especially 
against Great Britain, she would thereby automatically 
become an interested Member, entitled under Article IV “ to 
sit as a Member ” at any meeting of the Council during the 
consideration of this matter. 

On the whole it may Ixj said that the importance of this 
Reservation and of the attitude taken by the United Stales 
has been over-emphasised. As Lord Grey has remarked, the 
Reservation does not " in any w'ay challenge the right of the 
sdf-govcmiiig Dominions to exercise tlieir votes, nor does it 
state that the United States will ncct^ssarily reject a decision 
in which these votes have been cast." The general effect of . 
the Reservation, therefore, will merely bo to give the United 
States one more form of loophole of escape, in addition to the 
many others which her reservations provide her with, from ' 
the possibility of being boimd in any way, except in accord^ 
ance with the will of Congress, lay any decision arrived at by 
the League. Moreover, it should be renlCmbcrcd that the ' 
teservation will not affect the working of the Council of the 

^ Mining Post, February 4, 1920. Cf. also similar statements in ■' 
Bulgarian Treaty Debate, Hansard (Can.), May ii, 1920, p. 366, etc. 
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Leajgi^ because, the Dominions at present have no direct 
■ repre^ntatioD upon that body. Further, the e^irperience of 
the conference method in the British ^mmonwealth has 
shown that voting is of much less importance in such confer¬ 
ences than is generally realised. Unless it is fairly clear that 
proposals will meet with no serious opposition they are not 
usually pressed to a vote ; and the fact that, for the decisions 
of the Council and of the Assembly, unanimity is ordinarily 
required, makes one vote as potent as any number of votes 
in preventing any action being taken which is unacceptable 
to any member, and especially to any really important 
member, of the League. 

For this reason there is a remote fiossibility tliat the 
members of the British Group might be prepared, if there were 
no other way of securing the active co-operation of America 
in the League, to accept the view expressed by Lord Grey 
that we have no objection in principle to an increase of the 
American Vote.” Since, however, the League is based upon 
the principle of equality of nationhood, and by means of a 
general declaration of constitutional right the equal nation^ 
hood of the Dominions would be fully secured, it can hardly 
be argued that an increase in the American vote would not 
involve a violation of one of the fundamental principles of the 
League. Any proposal to increase the American vote would 
almost inevitably evoke similar claims from all the states, both 
great and small, represented in the League. As a result of 
this process the Dominions would lose their status as 
equal nations, and would find their voting power reduced 
to a fraction of tliat of an ordinary independent state. 
Tinkering with tlie existing basis of the Leagnc (i.e. one 
state one vote) will not solve the difficulty; it can only 
be solved by makii^ perfectly clear the separate state¬ 
hood of the Dominions. That a general declaration of ' 
constitutional right as desetfb^d in Chapter IX would fuUy 
qu^fy tile Dominions for separate membership in the 
I^eague as Sovereign States, will become dear if we compare 
the status thereby secured to them with the definition of a 
Sovereign State given by authorities cm international law. 

** Bjr a Sovereign State,” says Halleck, ”is meant a > 
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" community or number of persons, permanently oiganised 
“under a sovereign Government of their own; and by a 
“ Sovereign Government is ihcant a Government, however 
“ constituted, which exercises the power of making and 
" enforcing the law within a community, and is not itself 
“ subject to any superior Government.'** 

Tlie moral of this whole controversy is clear. The attitude 
of the United States has to a large extent arisen from a genuine 
misconception as to the real nature of the British Common¬ 
wealth, and the constitutional changes which have taken 
place within it in the last few years. Witness, for example, 
the'astounding argument frequently used in the American 
Senate (an argument used sometimes by critics of .the, treaty 
even in the United Kingdom and the Dominions*) that if the 
Dominions arc entitled to votes as separate members of the 
League of Nations, then the "States " of thcU.S.A. should be 
equally entitled to votes. To this the Canadian Minister 
for External Affairs (Mr. Rowell) has taken the trouble to reply 
as follows in the Canadian Parliament: * “ Every one realises 
“ that the British Empire bears no relation in its constitution 
“ to the United States of America. In the United States 
'* there is one Government, the federal government, that 
“ consenpts men. levies taxation, and carries on war. . . . 
“ It is the only government within the limits of the United 
“ States that has any authority to exercise these great 
“ powers. . . . There can be only one member of the League, 
“ and therefore only one vote. What is the situation in the 
“ British Empire ? It is wholly different. No one goveni- 
“ incnt in the Empire wages war, conscripts men, levies 
“ taxation, and negotiates peace. In tlic British Empire. 
“ half a dozen governments cxerdse these functions. . . 

“ As there arc several self-governing nations in thh 
“ British Empire, each is a m^ber of the League and each 
“ is entitled to a vote." ' 

* Halleck ; Iniernaiional LaWt p. 71. 

* E.g., Mr. Fielding, an cx-Minister ol Canada, in the C.anadian Treaty 
Debate, September t i, 1919. Cf. Article in National Review^ February, 
1920. 

3 Hansard, Bfarch 16, 1920. pp. 519-ao. 
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He was well advised in taking the trouble to answer such 
an argument. Wc may be perfectly certain that if this 
misconception is so strong in English-speaking countries, 
it is even stronger amongst other peoples of the world. 
Britidi peoples have been too much inclined in the past to 
regard with amusement the inability of foreigners to under¬ 
stand the inner meaning of the Englisli Constitution and of 
the constitution of the British Commonwealth. The inci¬ 
dents Just referred to are a small sign of the dangers involved 
in vagueness and misunderstanding; and they show how 
important it is that tlic British peoples should seize the^first 
opportunity to set out clearly before the whole world, by 
means of a general declaration of constitutional right, 
the real nature of their relationship to one another 
within the British Commonwealth. With the formation 
of the League of Nations and the admission of the 
Dominions as separate members, this relationship has ceased 
to be merely a question concerning the Britisli peoples, 
and has become an international issue with regard to 
which the peoples of the world have a right tr> secure 
accurate information. 


III. THE PRINCIPLE OF GROUPING IN THE LEAGUE 
Grouping Necessary and Inevitable 

Die second criticism mentioned—that against the idea 
of an inner League or Group—is by no means confined to the 
United States; it has been rdsed, not only in foreign 
countries, but also within British Commonwealth itself.^ 
It is based uixm serious miscoiJteptions as to tlie nature and 
functions of the Brirish Commonwealth, which, if they are 
not, corrected, may undermine the stability of the League of 
Nations, and perhaps even of the Commonwealth itself. 

* Cf. for example an article by Sir Roland VFilson in the Hibberi 
Jotmud. July. 19x9* 
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The very sttperfidal answers which have been .gtven to this 
criticism are due, not to the fact that effective answers cannot 
be found, but rather to the inveterate tendency of Britidi 
peoples to imagine that their lelationdiip is fully understood 
by other peoples, and that there is, therefore, no need to be 
bothered with the making of troublesome explanations. 
The authoritative reply given by Lord Bfilner, spieaking as 
Colonial Secretary, is as follows: 

** It is certain, I think, that if in international conferences 
of the future the British Dominions appear as separate 
niembers, foreign countries will have to accept the position 
that that does not prevent them from remaining in a 
separate, distinct, and intimate relationship of their own 
*' with the United Kingdom. We have to realise the two 
** things, that they may be members of the League of Nations 
side by side with the United Kingdom, and at the same time 
tliey have a right to be, as they intend to be, members of a 
** British League of Nations inside the Empire. However 
new and difficult that position is. it corresponds with the 
“ essential facts of the situation, and forms will have to be 
" devised to suit the facts."‘ 

This reply is admirable so far as it goes, but it does not go 
far enough. To say that " foreign countries will have to 
accept the position." without attempting to give satisfactory 
reasons why they should accept it. is not a promising basis 
for international good-fellowship. Nor is It sufficient for 
anyone to answer, using the words of the British Comfneniary 
on the Covenant, that " there is nothing in the Covenant 
" (see Article XXI) to forbid defensive conventions between 
V States, as long as they are really and solely defensive, and 
" their contents are made public. They will, in fact, be wel- 
" corned, in so far as they tend to preserve the peace of the 
" world." Such an assurance ydll not remove the uncomfort*^ 
able feeling in the minds of many people that this is only, 
another case in which tl^e idealism of President Wilson 
has been defeated by the vested interests of the older 
Imperialism. 

A really adequate reply involves a discussion which falte 

^ Speech, July 9, 19x9. 
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X 

into two parts: {a) a reasoned justification of the principle 
of grouping in the League; (d) a critical examination of the 
functions whidi the British Empire, by far the most im¬ 
portant of all groups of states, will play as a laboratory 
of international government in the League. 

The principle of grouping, that Is the superiority in many 
respects of group action over individual action, is now recog¬ 
nised as of fundamental importance in modem hfr—so much 
so that the Twentieth Century may come to be known in 
history as the age of association and of co-operation, in 
contrast to the Nineteenth Century, which is already being 
described as the age of competition and indivultialism.* Tlie 
principle of grouping is fast becoming tlie very foundation of 
modern industrial and social organisation. It is tin's principle 
which brings together workmen in their trade unions, 
employers and capitalists in their associations and trusts, 
doctors and lawyers in their professional organisations, 
students in their classes and groups, and worshippers in their 
churches or meeting-houses. In the political sphere this 
force is seen at work in the growth of the large State, and the 
rapid spreading of the principle of federalism throughout the 
world. It is seen also in the criticisms which are being levelled 
against the basing of representative government on haphazard 
geographical areas, on the ground that such " sand-heaps 
of isolated and unrelated wills cannot by some mysterious 
alchemy give the general will ** which the theory of 
democratic government presupposes. Such a " general will,” 
it is argued, cannot be secured unless we can discover some 
method of basing the electoral system on living groups or 
” communities ” ; and in the absence of a general will based 
on such group constituencies the modem representative 
S3^fein will remain merely a camouflaged autocracy. 

It is dear that the prindplc of grouping will play a large 
part in the development of'li^ernational government and in 
the growth of international co-operation. Tlie value of the 
League of Nations \vill depend in large measure upon the 
recognition by the nations of the importance of group develop¬ 
ment within the all-embracing clrde of tlie League. The 
League is doomed if all its members are forced to move 

23 
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together at the pace of the slowest, and if any attempt is 
m^e to discourage the fonnation of groups of states, a^ich, 
by reason (amongst other things) of the fact of kin^p, or of 
historical tradition, or of contiguity, are capable of far more 
than the minimum of internationalism provided by the all- 
embracing League. Progress will come, not by attempting 
to burst up existing groups and intimacies, reducing all to 
the dead level of the intimacy between Poland and Pata¬ 
gonia, but by seeking to raise the rest of the world to the level 
of co-operation and of intimacy attained by existing 
groups. 

From this point of view the wording of the third of the 
Five Points made by President Wilson, in his speech on 
September 27th, 1918, was unfortunate. '* There can be," 
he said, "no leagues or alliances or special covenants and 
" understandings, within the general and common family 
" ot the League of Nations." Taken literally these words 
would have prevented a federation, say, of the Balkan States 
or of the South American Republics, would have ruled out 
as illegitimate the special understanding between American 
States known as the Monroe Doctrine, and would have meant 
the break up of the British Group as a preliminary to the 
foimation of the League. On such terms no League could 
ever have been formed. A clue to the President's real 
meaning is to be found in the reference in his Fourth Point 
to " special, selfish economic combinations within the League." 
What he apparently had in mind were mere alliances between 
Governments, such as the alliance between France and 
Russia, or between England and Japan. He would be the 
last man to object to an alliance or an understanding which 
was based upon an " entente " of peoples, and which aimed 
at their, closer grouping for the sake of mutual aid and 00- 
operatkm in all their common affairs. At the same time 
his words lead us to m essenti^eondition whidi must govern 
the fonnation or the continuance of such groups, inner 
leagues or groups cannot allowed to adopt any policy 
which aims at the militaiy or the economic exploitation of 
other peoples; nor can they be pennitted to adopt any 
economic policy which shuts out other people from access 
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to raw materials or products which are essential to the 
common civilisation of the world. 


The Functions of Groups 

Subject to these necessary limitations—groups of states 
should perform extremely useful functions in the League. 
One of the most important effects of the formation of such 
groups would be the simplification of the problem of repre¬ 
sentation in the League, thus making it a more*wieldy 
and a more representative body. This simplification might 
occur in two ways, (a) A number of contiguous states 
with a large field of common interests—such, for example, 
as the South American Republics or the Balkan and South 
Slav States—might agree to unite themselves into a federal 
state, thus reducing the total number of states represented 
in the Assembly of the League, and securing for the new 
federal state, if large enough, permanent representation upon 
the Council; (6) Such states, even if they did not feel disposed 
to go as far as federation, might group themselves together 
for the purpose of representation on the Council of the League. 
A group such as this, if of sufficient size, might also be given 
permanent representation on the Council. " The Group,'* 
as General Smuts has suggested. " would always have a 
** representative on the Council, but the representation would 
" go in rotation among a panel of important members of the 
" Group to be settled by the Council.’'^ The present consti¬ 
tution of the League does not altogether rule out the possi¬ 
bility of such a development, and indeed, sig^is of group 
representation (involving the three possible groups suggested 
by General Smuts, namdy the South American Republics, 
the Balkan and South Sl^ States, and the small states of 
Northern Europe) are visible in the nomination of Brazil, 
Greece and Belgium as tliree oiit of the four states represent¬ 
ing the body of minor Powers on the Council. In the event, 
of any large development in the direction of such grouping 

‘ The Leoffee of Nationa, p. 38. 
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a difficulty may arise with regard to the representation of 
small isolated states which do not come into any natural 
group. Sucli states (to adopt a suggestion made by General 
Smuts) ^ might be formed into a \panel which would select 
a representative from amongst its members by rotation. In 
future therefore representation on the Council of the League 
may be of three kinds: (i) direct; (2) by groups ; (3) by 
panel. 

The moment representatives of governments, and perhaps 
of parliaments, begin to meet together to choose a group 
representative for the Council of the League, It will become 
apparent thiit such meetings may be used for many other 
purposes. Questions of common concern to the members 
of the group will be discussed, and the lines of policy to be 
pursued by the governments with regard to such questions 
will be settled. A vast field of fruitful co-operation between 
the members of the group will thus begin to open out. This 
development of group co-operation on a large scale will fit 
in with the needs of the League. It is highly desirable that 
the work of the League should be decentralised as much as 
possible, and that it should not be over-burdened with 
problems or disputes which are the primary concern of local 
areas, or groujis of states, such as, for example, the South 
American Republics. It would be all to the good if these 
states, by co-operating with each other, could settle for 
themselves some or idl of such matters without carrying their 
troubles tp the League. It is obvious that theic are many 
economic and political questions—such, for example, as 
boundaries, watcrwa3rs, tariffs, the development and conser¬ 
vation of natural resources—which arc purely or mainly 
South American in character, and should therefore be dealt 
with by the South American peoples. The habit of everj'day 
co-operation thus formed would either eliminate the .disputes 
to which such questions are/:ohstant1y giving rise, or. by 
reason of the fact that it would provide well-tried and well- 
trusted machinery to deal with them, would render their 
settlement much more easy. Disputes which the members 
of the group failed to settle for themselves would, of course* 

^ IM., pp. 37-f. 
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be referred to the League. There is no need to fear that, if 
the League is relieved of sudi local matters, it will rust for 
lack of use. If it really attends to the world's business as 
it ^ould, it will have little time to spare for boundary or 
tariff disputes between, say,' Chile and The Argentine. 

The precedents of the British Empire and the League of 
Nations give some indication as to the kind of political 
machinery likely to be required by a group. It would need a 
Conference of Governments, possibly a Conference of Parlia¬ 
ments and a Court of Arbitration ; it might need also regular 
subsidiary Conferences lictwcen Ministers charged with 
particular functions of government—sudi as transport or 
education—and perhaps a certain number of joint bodies 
for research or investigation, or for the performance of 
definite pieces of administrative work—such as those estab¬ 
lished by the British Group. The functions of this latter 
Group in the League are of such outstanding importance 
that tlicy must be dealt with in a separate section. 


IV. THE FUNCTIONS OF THE BRITISH GROUP IN THE LEAGUE 

The Modes and Principles of Group Action 

Contiguity is not the only, nor perhaps the most important, 
factor which may determine the formation of a group. Bonds 
of kinship, a common heritage of ideas, and a tradition of 
uninterrupted intimacy and co-OfM^ration, unite the scattered 
units of the British Commonwealth far more closely tlian the 
fact of contiguity unites any group of states in Europe. 
Mort'over, the sea unites as well as divides, and the Empire 
has been aptly called a ne^ Venice whose streets are the 
oceans. This sea-sundere^, si^-united group of states is only 
upon the thrcsliold fii its careef. Europe will no longer bulk 
so large in the world's affairs as it has in the past. America 
is outbalancing Europe, and before long America will be 
outdistanced by the British Commonwealth. The outstand¬ 
ing impression left with General Smuts and General Botha 
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by the Peace Conference was, in the words of the former, 
that of the political preponderance of the Briti^ Empire 

to-day in the world.**^ This preponderance is likely to 
increase year by year as most of the few remaining great 
expansion areas of the world now occupied by the Dominicms 
fill up with people. 

Grouping toge^cr as it does a quarter of the world's 
population, induding peoples of all races in all the continents, 
the Enipire is not only large enough to be an examplar to the 
League itself, but also to afford a number of examples of the 
normal type of groups within the league. The most note¬ 
worthy^ development in the history of the Empire during the 
last half century has been the consolidation of contiguous 
groups of colonies into large federal states. Tliis develop¬ 
ment is by no means ended, and the tendency towards con¬ 
solidation is likely to result in the formation of federal groups 
amongst tropical colonies and dejj^ndencies, such as those on 
the West of Africa, from Gambia to the Cameroons ,* those on 
the East, from the Sudan to the late German East Africa; 
and those amongst tlie islands of the West Indies and of 
the Pacific. In each of these cases federations of various 
types have already been suggested on a number of occasions, 
and in some of them (e.g. the West Indies) there is a strong 
movement in this direction. In the end, the British Empire 
will contain a large number of federations, or of intimate 
federal groups, differing widely in type, and affording invalu¬ 
able precedents for the formation of federal states or intimate 
groups amongst the peoples of all the continents. The history 
of the Imperial Conference gives a very good example of the 
effect which the consolidation of small states into large 
federations will have in reducing the number of units repre¬ 
sented on the central organs of the League, thus making these 
organs much more wieldy and^ciheient. The federation of 
the Australian Colonies, and ^formation of the Union of 
South Africa, reduced the number of gov^niments represented 
in the Imperial Conference from fourteen to six.* One 
extremely important result which would follow from any 

^ Speech, July 3, 1919, at Manchester. C£. the farewell message of 
General iiotlia a few days later. 
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general devd.opment in a similar direction in the League^ 
would be thejremoval of one of th^ diief obstacles at present 
in the way of building up an Assembly, whidb, while not too 
unwieldy in size, wo^d represent P^liaments, rather than 
as at present Governments. 

But it is as a League in miniature that the British Empire 
will be of the greatest value to the universal League. Because 
of the immense size of this political organisation ; because it 
brings together East and West and North and South, includes 
peoples of all races and civilisations, and may therefore be 
said to offer a fair sample of the world's problems and diversi'* 
ties; because of the unique intimacy of its members; and 
because finally of the extraordinary effectiveness of its political 
machinery—^it has a far greater capacity for international 
co-operation than the larger, less intimate, and more cum¬ 
brous League. It is true that the members of .the latter will 
come closer to each other. But we need hot make the mistake 
of regarding tlie British Empire as static in relation to the 
League. The progress of the latter towards international 
co-operation will be outstripped by the gathering intimacy 
ot the British Commonwealth. 

The greater capacity of the English-speaking peoples for 
international co-operation will bring them great material 
rewards, but if they arc content merely with these, they will 
have missed a great ideal. Tlieir greater capacity lays upon 
them a great duty—that of acting as the torch-bearers of 
internationalism. It is their duty to lead the way in giving 
an example to the rest of the world of the high spiritual and 
material gains which attend a poUcy of international co-opera¬ 
tion in place of a policy of competition. Amongst many otlier 
things, they might lead the way in developing the organs of 
international government; in developing and souring a 
just distribution of the world's resources; in fighting the 
common enemies of manku!^ poverty, hunger and disease; 
in raising to the highest level me standard of life of the masses 
of the people, and in setting u^ in place of the present system 
of industrial autocracy a new system of industrial democracy; 
and finally, in encouraging education, promoting the" inter¬ 
change of students and teachers, and dcvelopixig facilities 
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such as transport and communications, upon which depend 
the fine flowers of internationalism—the spiritual, cultural 
and social relationships between peoples. 

Before suggesting ways in whidi these pioneer functions 
may be performed, we must consider briefly the general 
principles which should govern the functioning of the British 
Commonwealth in relation to the League. In the last resort 
the justification of such an inner League'' is its greater 
caparHy for international co-operation. By virtue of its 
group organisation it is able to secure to the peoples contained 
in it the full benefits of that capacity, thus enabling them to 
live a ihicr common life. But this positive principle is limited 
by a negative principle, namely, that in the exercise of this 
greater capacity they shall not take actions or adopt policies 
which, though conferring great benefits u{x>n themselves, do 
so at the cost of seriously damaging or obstructing the interests 
of other nations. The principle of group action must there¬ 
fore be a principle of inclusivcncss, rather tlian of exclusive¬ 
ness or of monoply. It must not be a building of Chinese 
walls but rather of roads and bridges—^which though primarily 
for the use of members of the Group, are open, under 
reasonable conditions, to the free use of other nations. 


Pioneer Functions in Respect of Organs of Government 

It is not nerest^ary to add an3rihing to what has already been 
suggested in this and in the preceding chapter as to the ways 
in which the development of the general conference organs 
of ttie British Commonwealth (in particular the proposed 
Conference of Parliaments) shoidf^ influence the development 
of the corresponding organs o^ie League. But something 
further must be said as to the remionship tetween the remark¬ 
able growth of Subsidiary CoAferences, and joint bodies for 
administration and research (noted in Chapter X), and the 
development of similar organs in the wider international sphere. 
If the aims and working of these intcr-Imperial bodies are 
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carefully examined, it will be found that practically without 
exception they conform to the principle of group action already 
laid down. They are based upon the greater capacity of 
the Briti^ Peoples for international co-operation, upon a 
realisation of the great need for closer co-operation with 
regard to all the main functions of government, and upon a 
perception of the immense benefits flowing from sudx co-opera¬ 
tion. Both the Conferences and the joint bodies are in the 
nature of roads and bridges for the peoples of the British 
Commonwealth, rather than of walls against the foreigner. The 
work of some of the bodies (c.g. the Bureaux of Entomology and 
of Mycology) will be of great yaliic, not merely to tlie peoples 
of the British Group, but also to the rest of the worlds Most 
of the bodies are performing pioneer work in regions of inter¬ 
national relation^ips not yet touched by general interna¬ 
tional action. By doing pioneer work of this character, 
they will in many cases be preparing the way for the creation 
of general international bodies. Even when these latter 
bodies have been created, the need for the corresponding 
inter-imperial bodies will not necessarily have disappeared. 
The general international bodies, as they must be framed and 
worked to provide for the capacity of the whole world—that 
is for a minimum capacity —^wdll not be likely to satisfy the 
maximum capacity of the British Group. This Group will 
still need its own joint bodies, which in satisfying the demands 
of the Group for a more intimate and a more fruitful form of 
co-operation than is possible in the wider sphere, will thereby 
be performing pioneer functions of the greatest importance 
to the development of international government. ‘ 

Whether the other peoples of the world look with favour or 
disfavour upon these inter-imperial joint bodies, will depend 
laigely upon the kind of policies which they serve. If. for 
example, the Imperial Mineral Resources Bureau is used, 
not only for the valuable positive policy of developing under 
proper conditions the huge uiflieral resources of the various' 

^ Ai au example of this kind of relationship we might take the new 
Impwial Statistical Bureau and the International Institute of Statistics 
wi^ its Permanent Office; or the proposed Imperial Bureau of Agri¬ 
cultural Information and the International Institute of Agriculture. 
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countries of the Empire, but also for the dangerous negative 
policy of excluding some or all foreign peoples from a share 
in such resources, these peoples can hardly be blamed for 
regarding the Bureau as an organ of Briti^ Imperialism.^ 
We are thus led to a consideration of the functioning of 
the British Group with regard to certain great fields of policy. 
For the purpose of developing further the idea of pioneer 
functions, and of showing the application of the principles 
of group action as already set out, it is necessary to study very 
briefly the functioning of the British Group with regard to 
economic policy, the mandatory system, and the problem of 
Asiatic immigration. 


The Problem of Racial Contact and the Mandatory 

System 

The two latter fields of policy may be dealt with first. 
It is in relation to tlie future development of the mandatory 
system, and of the relationships betureen white and coloured 
races, that the actions of the United Kingdom and of the 
Dominions are likely to have the greatest influence on the 
League of Nations. The British Empire groups together 
East and West, bringing Asiatic and African peoples into 
close relations with the peoples of England and of the 
Dominions. It has a longer and more intimate experience 
of the Colour Problem, and of the problems of racial contact, 
than any other state or group of states. No more serious 
or more difficult problems than these arc likely to face the 
League in the future; and in the event of it l^ing thought 
advisable at some future time to set up an interaatioiial 
commission to study the Colou^Question, such a-commissiem 
would find in the Empire its ^ief field of study. It would 
study in particular the efForts^of the Ejnpirc to meet the diffi> 

^ The resotutioDS (such as are published) of the Imperial War Codo. 
ferences of 1917 aad 1918, and the account given of them in tbo War 
Cabinet Report for 19x8 (pp. ii-xs and 321-29). show that a poUey 
of exclusiveness sdter the war appears to have been contemplated. 



BRmSH GROIIP AND LEAGUE OF NATIONS 868 

s 

culfies arism|[ from race conffict by the method of conference 
between governments; it would also study the working of 
the expedients adopted as a result of such conferences—^for 
example, the idea of reciprocity of treatment between India 
and the Dominions in the matter of immigration, adopted 
in principle by the Imperial War Conference of X917, and 
expanded by the Conference of 1918.^ 

Similarly the enormous responsibilities which are being 
bdrne by the United Kingdom with regard to native rac^ 
will give her, for good or for evil, a decisive influence on the 
development of tlie mandatory principle. If the peoples of 
the British Commonwealth are content to remain passive and 
ignorant with regard to native races, they will be responsible 
for making the mandatory principle a mere cloak for capitalist 
imperialism. If. on tlie other hand, they insist on a generous 
fulfilment of the principle of trusteeship—^which means 
nothing less than the preparation of dependencies for ultimate 
self-goveniment; if tliey insist that in place of the objection¬ 
able plantation system (that is the system, widely adopted in 
the Empire and outside it, whereby the natives are compelled 
directly or indirectly to work on the plantations of wliite 
settlers to whom their lauds have been alienated) there 
shall be adopted generally in tropical colonics the system 
(most successfully established in Nigeria and other West 
African colonies) whereby the land is developed by free native 
cultivators taught to work their own land for tlieir own use 
and by modem methods; then the British Peoples may cause 
the adoption of the mandatory principle to 1^ regarded as 
one of the most beneficent advances ever made in human 
history. If the unsatisfactory record of the Allies hitherto 
with regard to mandates is to be bettered in time to save the- 
credit of the mandatory principle, much needs to be done. 

In resp^t of its yoluntar^sodeties, as well as in respect 
of the policy of its govcrim^jjuts, the Britisli Empire might 
ser\'c as a model fo^ the Leagile. Much of the credit for the 
adoption and observance of Aie principle of trusteeship^ 
imperfect though this ob^rvaiice still is in many British 

1 For the discuwibne and valuable memoranda on this queetkm, 
see Proceedings of Conferences, 1917 and 1918. 
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Dependencies—^is due to the unsleeping vigilance of the 
English Anti-Slavery and Aborigines Protection Society, 
and the corresponding societies in certain other parts of the 
Empire.^ 


Economic Policy—The Question of Imperial Preference 

A consideration of the question of economic policy leads 
at once to a discussion of Imperial Preference. Iliis question 
has bben brought to the forefront through the adoption of 
the principle of Imperial Tariff Preference by the United 
Kingdom in 1917—^following on its adoption by each of the 
Dominions at various dates in the previous twenty years— 
and by the tendency shown during the war (for example, in 
the differential export duty on psdm kernels) to extend the 
principle to the dependent portions of the Empire. During 
the discussions leading to the creation of the league of Nations 
the criticism was often voiced, not merely in England but 
also in foreign countries, that the adoption of Imperial 
Tariff Preference meant the adoption of a policy of exclusive¬ 
ness and of monopoly, which was alien to the spirit of the 
League, and was bound to lead to serious international friction. 
Though this criticism was made in Paris during the peace 
negotiations, it did not apparently convince the Conference. 
“ The question of inter-imperial preference was discussed,'* 
said General Smuts, *' and it was agreed that we were an inner 
“ league, and as such our position was entirely justified."* 
Though the decision of the Peace Conference may be taken 
as settling the question for the time being, it cannot be denied 
that there is a good deal of force in the objection just quoted. 
It is not without significance tjtat the advocacy of Imperial 
Preference and of Tariff Refoip.in England, has been coupled 
almost invariably with a somewhat narrow and militant 
conception of the relationship of the Empire to the world. 
The ideal has been that of a self-sufficient Empire, strong in 

* See Appendix I. 

* Union House. September 8. 1919. 
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wealth and in arms, which was regarded as a solid and desir- 
able alternative to the chimera of a world-wide Society of 
Nations. Imperialism has thus been regarded as a substitute 
for internationalism.^ This is further borne out by the fact 
that the chief opposition to the League of Nations idea in 
England has come from certain sections of the school of Tariff 
Reform Imperialism. 

When we regard the policy of Imperial Tariff^ Preference 
from the point of view of the peace of the world, the thing 
which stands out most clearly is that any large extension by 
Great Britain of this policy to tropical dependencies would be 
fatal. The dependence ot modem civilisation for its very 
existence upon tropical products, makes it absolutely essential 
that the huge supplies of these products contained in the 
tropical colonies of the British Empire should continue to 
be thrown open freely to Ihc world. 

But the case against preferential tariffs as they exist at 
present between the Dominions and the United Kingdom is 
not so clear. So far, this type of preference can hardly be said 
to have caused much really serious international friction, the 
tendency having been for other nations to regard it as an 
arrangement arising naturally out of the pcculiarily intimate 
relations between the peoples of the British Commonwealth. 
It should be remembered also that the British preferences 
granted in 1918 were small in amount, and conformed—^with 
a single exception, that of spirits—to the line laid down by 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer in introducing his proposals, 
namely, that the preference should be " by way of a reduction 
** of existing duties and not by way of surcharge on foreign ■ 
“ goods."* Even in the tariff policies of the Dominions there 
are traces of a similar tendency. In several of the Dominions 

’ A good example of this state of mind may be found in Jebb: 
Imperial Can/erence, pp. XXXI'^XLIV, where the attempt of the 
liberal Goverament In 19 ii to ^nclude an unrestricted arbitration 
treaty with the United States is deribunced as part of *' a special policy 
" of internationalism ftaised on disarmament ” in place the policy 
of a self-sufficient and self-contained Empire based on Imperial 
Preference. 

* Hansard, April 31, 1918. The extraordinary view of the Empire 
revealed by Mr. Chamberlain in his reply to criticisms of his Budget, 
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—^notably Canada-—preference has been welcomed as. a 
possible means of escape from the grip of high protection, or 
even as the insertion of the thin end of the wedge of free trade.* 
But there are other methods of Imperial Preference whidi, 
because they are based on a principle of indusion rather than 
of exclusion, are not open to any of these objections. The 
contrast between these methods and the method of tariff 
preference, was well indicated in a speech made by General 
Smut3 just before the end of the war; ** It seems to me." 
he said, " not so much by building Chinese walls, but by 
" opening and establishing more markets, and opening up 
" the various communications of the Empire, that the Empire 
" will soonest recover from the shock of the war/'* 

It was along these and similar lines that the Dominions 
Royal Commission pointed the way. It urged the conserva¬ 
tion and the scientific development of the natural resources 
of the Empire, and suggested the , creation of an Imperial 
Development Board charged with the duty of making and 
keeping up to date a complete survey of these resources, and 
also of co-ordinating scientific research throughout the 
Empire. It urged also the consei’vation, os far as possible, 
of migration within the Empire; the exchange of school 
teachers; the systematic development of cheap, speedy, 
and efficient oversea transport, involving " the use of vessels 
*' of great length and draught," and. as part of a great co¬ 
ordinated plan, the consequent widening and deepening of 
the harbours of the Empire on the chief trade routes, and the 

is worth noting, because it is typical of the views held by many pro¬ 
tectionist imperialists In England. Fordgn Governments, he 
suggested, would no more think of complaining of Imperial Preference, 
that is. '* of the internal arrangements of another nation,*' than we 
would think of complaining because goods could pass " from one 
province of the Chinese Emp^ to another," witimut paying the diaigee 
that English goods must pay udieiMhey enter China. 

* The Canadian Fanners’ Parte«^u^their new platform ptropose sb 
to reduce the customs duties on ]mtisb goods pa to '* ensure oomple^ 

*' free trade between Great Britain and Canada in five yetin.'* They 
also propose the acceptance by Canada of the Reciprocity Agreement 
of 1911 with the U.S.A. 

* A similar attitude was taken by Sir Robert Bordon in the Canadian 
House in 19x7. {Tk$ Wat and tht Fufurt, pp. 60 if.) 
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provision of adequate harbour facilities; the systematic 
development of oversea communications in the fonn of 
“ new mail services of great speed/' of a great chain of wireless 
telegra];^y stations, of greatly reduced cable rates by means 
in some cases of state owned cables ; the improvement of 
''the commercial intelligence system in many parts of 
“ the Empire"; the co-ordination and development of 
statistics; " the holding of periodic intcr-Imperial exhibi- 
" tions "; ‘ the securing of uniformity with regard to legisla¬ 
tion bearing on trade, especially in respect of patents, trade¬ 
marks and companies; the abolition of double income-tax 
within the Empire; " the establishment throughoift the 
'* Empire of uniform coinage based on the decimal system, 
" and of uniform weights and measures, based on the metric 
"system.”* 

These are only the more important of the suggestions 
made by the G^mmission, and they represent only a tithe of 
the practical suggestions that might be made for development 
along these lines. But even the partial carrying out of a 
programme of this character would be of incomparably 
greater value to the peoples of the Empire, and would cost 
them in the aggregate far less, than any extensive develop¬ 
ment of a S3rstcm of tariff preferences. 

But perhaps the greatest advantage of a development 
along the lines of such a programme is that it would be based 
not upon any idea of exclusion, but simply upon the capacity 
of the British Peoples for a maximum co-operation. While 
incidentally conferring both directly and indirectly great 
practical advantages upon other peoples, it would not 
necessarily involve the taking of any action likely to do 
serious injury to any other nation. In practically every 
directicHi the programme would be capable of extension 

beyond the Empire the moment other nations were willing 

• 

^ An Empire Timber Trade Eidhbition was held in July. 1920, an 
Exhibitiem of Canadian*Industries iti June, X920, and a great British 
^pire Exhibition is being organised for 1923. Cf, the proposed 
travelling ship ** exhibitions. 

■ Final Report [Cd. 8462] 1917. Doable Income Tax within the 
Empire was abolished in the Budget of 1920. 
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^to co-operate. Imperial penny postage will lead on' to 
universal penny postage; uniformity within the Emigre 
with regard to commercial legislation and practice will lead 
on to world uniformity; the abolition of double income-tax 
in the Empire will lead to a demand for its universal 
abolition cheap cables and ocean transport in the Empire 
will stimulate other peoples to demand similar facilities for 
themselves; the systematic pooling by the British Peoples of 
ideas, knowledge, and experience gained by each of them in 
ev'ery field of human endeavour, will lead on to a similar 
pooling on the part of the human race as a whole; the 
extentdon of facilities for the easy transfer of citizenship as 
between one part of the Empire and another, with its approx¬ 
imation to the ideal of an Empire-wide citizenship, will 
open up the far-off vision of a world citizenship. In short, 
by developing along the lines indicated the British Common¬ 
wealth will be performing pioneer functions of incalculable 
value to the all-inclusive League of Nations. 

The Sphere of Voluntary Association. 

But, as already pointed out, the ultimate test of the value 
of the British Commonwealth is the extent to whidi it makes 
possible a richer and deeper spiritual, cultural and social 
life for Its peoples. As evidence that it stands this test, 
attention has been drawn to the vigorous growth of inter- 
imperial voluntary associations.* If this growth is studied, 
it will become clear that here, ns in most other spheres, the 
British Commonwealth has a great opportunity to exercise 
pioneer functions—an opportunity of which it is already 
taking some advantage. Conditions within this large and 
intimate group of peoples are peculiarly favourablo to. the 
germination and rapid growth of new political, social, and 
cultural ideas, or movement^: ,The general tendency is for 
these ideas or movements, }ta.ving arisen in some one unit 
of the Group, to spread thrti^ughout the* whole Group, as the 
immediate and most fertile expansion area, and then to spread 

* Tbiff demaad has Just been made (June, 1930) by the new Inter¬ 
national Chamber of Commerce. 

* See Cb. X, and Appendix 1. 



BRITISH GROUP AND LEAGUE OF NATIONS 860 

in widening circles, first perhaps to the United States—^the 
other great section of the English-speaking race—and 
onwards into foreign countries. 

Many examples of this tendency might be given, of which 
the spread of English parliamentary institutions and practices, 
and of the ideas and methods of the English and Dominion 
Labour movements—^including the Trade Union, Co-opera¬ 
tive, and Socialist movements—are perhaps the most 
important. > An interesting but less well known example 
is afforded by the Workers" Educational Association. 
Founded first in England, it expanded next to Australia 
(the most British of all the Dominions so far as the com¬ 
position of its population is concerned), and then to New 
Zealand, to Canada, and to South Africa. Already before 
the war, the W. £. A. had begun to attract attention and to 
stimulate similar movements on the Continent and in the 
U.S.A. Schemes are now under consideration : (a) to bring 
about a federation of the W. E. A."s throughout tlie Empire ; 
(6) to *' supply information of the aims and work of the 
“'W. E. A. to other countries," and to secure information 
as to what is being done in other countries on similar lines ; 

(c) to approach working class and educational bodies in other 
countries " with a view to the inauguration in those countries 
" of national organisations of a similar type to the W. E. A.*"; 

(d) to bring about, through the avenue of an international 
labour educational conference, an International Workers' 
Educational League. * As a further example of this tendency. 

^ A good indication of tiie tendency noted la given in tiio following 
sentence from a letter written to the author by the Secretary of the 
Society of Compazativa Legislation, In reply to a request for infonnatiem 
about the work of the Society. '* Our work is primarily Imperial. 

* Secondly, we devote attention to the U.S. whm we have a con- 

* eiderable amount of support, but as our resources allow wo want to 

* develop our connection in foreigs countries, and in fact have done so 

* considerably during the present year. At the moment of writing 

* we are paying special attentioiTts South America '* 

* See resolutions ancTmemorandam of the English W.E.A. Esmentive 
in the Highway, July, 19x9. 

As an example of a movement spreading from a Dominion to the 
United Kingdom, we might mention the Women's Institute Movement, 
which, beginning in Canada before the war. has spread very rapidly 

24 
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it may be noted that the expansion of the W. £. A. throughout 
the Empire has led on directly to the formation of an impor¬ 
tant new international body covering the whole field of 
adult education, namely, the World Association for Adult 
Education, which was established in 1918 mainly through 
the efforts of the founder of the W. E. A. 

The Grouping of the English-Speaking Peoples 

Much that has been said in this chapter about the pioneer 
func Jons of the British Commonwealth has a wider application: 
it might equally have been said of the English-speaking peoples. 
The dc^rc that the United States should be as close to the 
nations of the British Commonwealth as these nations arc to 
one another, is based on the strongest of all reasons—the fun¬ 
damental identity of the English-speaking peoples in language, 
institutions, laws, ideas, and traditions. These nations are at 
last beginning to realise the truth which has been expressed in. 
the witty saying of a former American Assistant-Secretary 
of State: “ Better than any others can the English-speaking 
nations say to one another, * All the world is queer save 
“ * tliec and me—and thee*s a little queer, ^ which is as near 
the ideal relation as wc are likely to get in international 
“ relations."^ No more hopeful sign of the realisation of this 
truth could be found than in the fact that co-operation 
between the English-speaking nations is coming about in its 
initial stages, not so much by the action of the Governments, 
as by the spontaneous action of the peoples—action expressed, 
after the manner of British peoples, in the formation of a 
network of voluntary associations—such as the English- 
Speaking Union; the Anglo-American Society, and a number 
of others—blinking up the peoples of the British Common¬ 
wealth and of the United States. > 

This marks the flooding back of the tide which ebbed out 
in 1776. There is that now in«;the hearts of the peoples of 

during the war through the English agricultural villages, and is Ukely 
to spre^ to the other Dominions and to foreign countries. 

*■ Quoted in Round Table, March, 1918. 

" See article in The Times, " American Number,'* July 4^ 1919. 
Amongst the more important of these societies may be mentioned: 
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the United States, of the Dominions, andof the United Kingdom, 
upon which, given wise statesmanship, it will be possible to 
build the strongest of all guarantees of the success of the League 
ol Nations and of the beginning of a reign of peace upon the 
earth—^namely, an intimate group of Engli^-speaking peoples 
acting as the pioneers of the human race in its travel towards 
the parliament of man and the federation of the world. 

(i) the Pilgrims, founded in 1902 primarily to link up descendants of 
the Pilgrim Fathers. (2) The English Speaking Union, founded in 
xpiS. wiUi the object of " drawing together in the bond of comradeship 
" the English-speaking peoples ^ the world "—a programme which 
it proposes to carry out as follows : " By the interchange of represen- 
" tative speakers, by correspondence, by the printed word, by^e inter- 
*' change of professors and students, by the interchange of preachers, 
'' by promoting trade and commerce, and by any other means calcu- 
" lated to remove misunderstanding.*' Branches of the Union are 
already springing up in the U.S.A. and in varioub parts of the Empire. 
There is a close connexion, as regards the personnel of their executives, 
and in other ways, between the Union and the Overseas Club. The 
latter body admits Britirii-desccnded Americans to associate member¬ 
ship. (3) Another important association->-which was also founded in 
1918, and is rapidly building up a number of branches in the U.S.. 
the U.K., and the Dommioin^is the Anglo-American Society, the 
sub-title of which is: " For celebrating the Tercentenary of the Pilgrim 
* Fathers and for fostering Friendship between the Britirii andAmerican 
“Peoples." (4) The Sulgrave Institute (with British and American 
branches), formed in 19x4, following the purchase of the old English 
home of Washington at Sulgrave. Northanta, with objects similar to 
those of the other societies. (5) The American University Union in 
Europe, organised in 1917 to link American Universities, and their 
students, with European Universities and to promote interchange of pro¬ 
fessors and students, etc. In conjunction with the Universities Bureau 
of the British Empire (which has established an interchange committee 
to link it up with the Universities of the world) and with the similar 
bodies now being established in many foreign countries, this devdop- 
ment promises to lead on to a great International League of Universities. 
The Bureau of the British Empire and the London branches of the 
American and French Bureaux ate now housed together in 50. Russell 
Square, which is thus becoming ** a university international dearing- 
*' house of information and advibqjind a headquarters for visiting scholars 
and conferences." (^ The Britishhud American Interchange Committee, 
created during the war, to link up British and American Churches. 
(7) The British and American Fellowship, formed to link Engti^and 
American towns, and now developing into a school-linking body. (8) The 
FeUomldp of Medicine. Other important links are the Rhodes Sdidar- 
shtp movement, the Y.M.C.A. the Boy Scout movement, etc. 
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INTER-IMPERIAL VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS 

T he question of intcr-lmperiai voluntary associations 
has received so little attention from writers on the 
'subject that it seems worth while to supplement 
the brief account given in Ch. X, by adding a few bare details 
of some of the chief associations in each group. ^ 

The most important of the associations hi the “closer 
“ unity “ group are: 

[i) The Royal Colonial InsHtide, which, shicc its foundation 
111 z868, has played an important part in building up a com¬ 
munity sentiment in the British Commonwcaltli. In the 
last ten years it has expanded rapidly, its membership being 
now nearly 15,000, and extending to British subjects in all 
parts of the world. The home of the association in London 
is becoming the centre of a large federation, there being 
already eight or nine branches in the United Kingdom and a 
number overseas, in the Dominions, and elsewhere. Through 
its Imperial Studies Committee, the Institute is doing im¬ 
portant work in urging that in the schools and universities 
ot the United Kingdom “ English history should be hence- 
“ forth taught, not as the histoiy of the British Isles but ot 
“ the Biiti^ Empire.*' The Institute has a number of 
other important committees doing valuable work, amongst 
which is the Trade and Industry Committee, which acts as a 
clearing-house of informatios for producers and traders 
throughout the Empire. .. * 

^ It ifl hardly necessary to poiift out that this Appendix does not 
pretend to be exhaustive, or to give anything more than a bare outline 
oi the subject. Information on this subject must be sought in the 
Annual Hepcrls, Journals, etc., of the various associations. Useful 
articles on some of the ** closer unity " Sodetlei may be found in 
United Empire (1913-16). 

* 37 » 
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(2) Th$ Victoria League, whicli is largely a women's organi¬ 
sation, was founded in 1901, and is now a powerful and 
representative association, having about forty branches in 
the United Kingdom and nearly the same number in Australia, 
New Zealand, and South Africa.* The aims of the League 
are to organise personal intercourse between individuals, 
arrange mutual hospitality, and secure a welcome for Briti^ 
subjects throughout the Empire ; to act as a centre for the 
collection and distribution of information, and for the 
circulation of books and newspapers ; and to carry on educa¬ 
tional work amongst tlie schools of the Empire. In pursuance 
of these objects the League has done social and educational 
work of a very valuable kind. 

(3) The Over-Seas Club and Patriotic League. The Over- 
Seas Club was founded in 1910, with the object, among.st 
others, of uniting the Britisli people throughout the world 
in the bond of comradeship; of rendering individual service 
to the Empire, and of maintaining its supremacy upon the 
seas and in the air. It has recently been amalgamated with 
The Patriotic League of Britons Over-Seas (founded with 
the same object, but for British subjects living in foreign 
countries) and with The League of the Empire, a body per¬ 
forming mainly educational functions. The total membership 
of the Association is now more than 170.000. It has nearly 
200 branches in all parts of the world (only two of which are 
in the British Isles), and has more than i.ooo Corresponding 
Secretaries throughout the world. Like tlie Royal Colonial 
Institute, it performs important trade functions through- its 
Over-Seas Trade Bureau, and its Over-Seas Employment 
and Information Bureau.* 

(^) The British Empire League, a powerful organisation, 
founded in 1894, with the primary object of securing 
permanent unity of the Empire, and also of developing its 
trade and communication!. • 

(5) The Navy League, fouled in 1895, with the object 

* In Canada, the League works in alliance with a kindred organisa¬ 
tion—^The Imperial Order, Daughters of the Empire—which has a 
number of branches in that Dominion. 

* A project is now on foot to amalgamate the Royal Colonial Institute 
and the Over-Seas Club and Patriotic League. 
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of securing " an all-powerful Navy/' the League has about 
130 Home branches and about 60 in the Dominions and in 
the rest of the Empire, together with a few in foreign countries. 
It carries on active propaganda work by means of lectures 
and the circulation of literature, in the schools and elsewhere. 
(Cf. with this the Atr League of the British Empire, founded 
in 1920.) 

To *hese might be added: The Empire Movement (promoting 
Empire Day. celebrated in 1919 by over 70.000 schools 
throughout the Empire); The Imperial Co-operation League 
(founded ill 1894, as The Imperial Federation {Defence) 
League, and now defunct); various Clubs in the English 
Universities (especially Oxford and Cambridge), and also in 
the Universities of the Dominions ; and a medley of clubs and 
societies representing each Dominion, and also each nation of 
the United Kingdom, in London and elsewhere throughout 
the Empire, and in foreign countries. 

A second group of associations are those with cultural and 
educational functions, 'fhese include ; 

(i) The Universities Bureau of the British Empire, a joint 
body founded in 1912, to link up the Universities of the 
Empire. The Bureau is organised as a joint-committee 
(equipped with a permanent .staff) of a quinquennial Con¬ 
ference of the Universities of the Empire. Amongst its 
objects are to act as a clearing-house of University 
information and advice (an object partly served by the 
publication of the Yearbook of (he Universities of the Empire) 
to facilitate the interchange of university teachers and 
students, etc. (2) The League of (he Empire, toundcAinigoi, 
to promote educational work throughout the Empire. Besides 
publishing text-books on Imperial History and undertaking 
other important educational activities, the League set in 
motion a four-yearly Imperial Etlucatioii Conference in 1907. 
It held in 1912, the first Imneriai Conference of Teachers 
throughout the Empire, which red to the '^tablishment of a 
further body, the Imperial Union oj Teachers. Before its 
amalgamation with the Over-Seas Club the League had 
flourishing branches throughout the Empire and a membership 
running into many thousands. {3) The Workers' Educational 
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Association, founded in Z903. The Association in England is 
now a powerful federation consisting of over 3,000 educational 
and workers' organisations. It has established veiy strong 
daughter associations in the various Australian States and New 
Zealand, and also in South Africa and Canada; and a 
movement is now on foot to establish an Imperial federation 
of W.E.A.'s, leading on probably to an international league of 
associations devoted to the education of workers throughout 
the world. The W.E.A. is already beginning to play an im¬ 
portant part in linking up (by the circulation of students and 
tutors, of literature and of ideas) the democracies of the 
Empire, and there is every reason to believe that it ise destined 
‘ to play a far more important part in this direction in the 
future. (4) The English Association has eighteen branches in 
Great Britain, one in South India and one at Toronto, and 
a total membership of nearly 2,000. Its objects are to promote 
the study of English language and literature in the schools, 
universities and elsewhere, and to unite all teachers, writers 
and others who are interested in English studies. 

To these might perhaps be added various bodies such as 
the British Association, which is in the nature of an Imperial 
Conference on Science meeting in various parts of the 
Empire; Shakespeare Clubs and associations, ^ and Burns* 
Clubs, in every part of the Empire (it has been said that the 
Empire is founded upon Shakespeare and Burns); and 
similar organisations. Wc might add also the Round Table 
Groups throughout the Empire, and movements, not definitely 
organised as associations, such as the Rhodes' Scholarships; 
and the growing movement for the exchange of university 
professors, W.E.A. tutors, teachers and students between 
various parts of the Empire.* 

Beside this group might be placed religious organisations 
like the various English Churches (such as the Church of 
England, Methodist, Congregational, Baptist, Presbyterian 
and Unitarian Churches, sAid the Salvation Army: the 
Roman Catholic Church is, of course, international rather 
than inter-imperial) which have counterparts in each self- 

* E.g., Tlw British Empirs Shakespeare Association^ ^ 

* Cf. Final Report Dominions Royal Commission [Cd. 8462], pp. xo6-^. 
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governing Dominion and also in other portions of the EmjHre, 
and soci^ organisations which are wholly or predominantly 
inter-imperial, such as the Y.M.C.A. (which has just estab¬ 
lished a Y.M.C.A. British Empire Union to assist British 
members travelling in the Empire, etc.)', the Boy Scout 
movement, the Women's Institutes movement, etc. 

Professional Associations form a further important group. 
As an example of these we might take the British Medical 
Association, an exceedingly strong trade union of Doctors, 
which has individual members all over the world. It is 
organised in divisions and groups of divisions called branches— 
43 branches in the United Kingdom with 215 divisions, and 
43 outside the United Kingdom with 17 divisions; the branches 
are largely autonomous units subject to resolutions laid down 
by the Annual Representative Meeting on questions of policy. 

In the " economic " group we might include (in addition 
to the bodies mentioned in the text) organisations sudi as 
the Empire CoUon Growing Committee and the Empire Sugar 
Research Association, which have been formed for the purpose 
of investigating and furthering the development of individual 
products in various parts of the Empire. 

The strong tendency towards the inter-imperial organisa¬ 
tion of Capital haa not yet been countered effectively by 
closer inter-Impcrial organisation of the Co-operative and 
Labour movements, either on the industrial or on the political 
side. In both ca.ses the international bonds are stronger than 
the inter-imperial; even the exchange of documents and of 
fraternal delegations to annual conferences, etc., is less within 
the Empire than between Britain and foreign countries.^ 

^ A clause In the new Labour Party Constitution seems to indicate 
some recognition of the fact that the special intimacy of the British 
Group of peoples should make possible a more highly-developed^ form 
of co-operation for common purposes than Is possible In the wider 
international sphere. The clause (wh&h i^ head^ " Inter-Dominion " 
and is follow^ by a second clause dealing Mrtth “ International *' 
action) refers to the desirability of (co-operatio»<'" with the Labour 
“organisations in the Dominions and D^ndenciea . i . to take 
“ common action icr the promotion of a higher standard of social and 
" economic life for the working population of the respective countries." 

It should be noted that the relations between Indian Labour and 
British Labour are already close and important. 
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But the English Co-operative movement' is in constant 
touch, through the Co-operative Union, with the corresponding 
movements throughout the Empire, aiding tliem either by 
literature or advice. Since the war there has been a steady 
flow from other parts of the Empire to England of students 
and representatives, who have come not only to study the 
English movement, but also to link it up more closely with 
tlie movements in their own countries. 

On the side of the Labour movement, although no definite 
inter-Imperial organisation exists, there is an increasing, 
though still slight, tendency towards inter-communication 
by way of personal visits, and of the exchange of literature 
and ideas. The flow of id< as (in the form of books, pamphlets, 
party-literature, etc.) is increasing fairly rapidly in volume 
and in importance, although it still remains deplorably 
unorganised. 

An important example of this tendency may be seen in 
the spreading over-seas (as regards membership and brandies, 
as well as ideas and literature) of two of the most influential 
English Socialist Societies—the Fabian Society and the 
National Guilds League. The Fabian Society, founded in 1883, 
has largely influenced the development of the Labour move¬ 
ment in England, and to a less, though an appreciable, extent 
the Labour movement in the Dominions. It has at present 
about a dozen branches in the United Kingdom, and, besides 
individual members in each of the Dominions and India, 
has three small branches or groups in Canada, as well as two 
in the U.S.A., one in Denmark, and one in Spain. 

The National Guilds League (an organisation founded in 
1915. for the study and spread of Guild Socialism) has nearly 
a dozen branches or groups in the United Kingdom. It is 
rapidly becoming an important force in the British Labour 
movement, and the ideas for •which it stands are spreading 
with remarkable rapidity ift ^he Dominions, as well as in the 
U.S.A. and elsewhon:. It hasla few individual members in 
each of the Dominions and in India, and in several foreign 
countries. In South Africa a National Guilds' League has 
been formed (with a number of groups) which works on the 
same lines as the English Ixxly. 
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Reference should be made here to a body recently estab¬ 
lished in England, called the Britannic Industrial Alliance, 
the main aim of which is to bring together associations of 
employers and employees (such as Whitley ” councils, 
etc.), and individuals, throughout the Empire, working for 
'* a better understanding between Capital and Labour." 

A few details may also be given with regard to (i) The 
Embire Press Union, founded in 1909. The Union has 
branches, composed of neu'spapers and journals, in each 
centre, the United Kingdom, each of the Dominions, India, 
Ceylon, and the West Indias. It holds " a Parliament of 
" the Press," which met first in 1909, and again in Canada 
in August 1920. 

(2) The Anti-Slavery and Aborigines Protection Society, 
a body which has done a great deal of valuable work on 
behalf of the native races, not only in the Empire, but also 
in foreign countries, and which has corresponding members 
in various parts of the world, a number of " Auxiliaries " 
or branches in the United Kingdom and the Colonies 
(especially in West Africa), and is in close touch with similar 
societies in Australia and $^uth Africa.’ 

Amongst the more important of the journals of these 
bodies may be mentioned United Empire (tlie organ of the 
Royal Colonial Institute); Overseas (Ov^-Seas Club and 
Patriotic League); The Navy (The Navy League); The 
Highway (the W.E.A.); Production (British Empire Producers' 
Organisation); The British Medical Journal (organ of the 
B.M. A.). The Journal oj the Society of Comparative Legislation, 
the Journal of the Parliaments of the Empire (Empire Parlia¬ 
mentary Association), and the Round Table, a quarterly 
review of the politics of the British Empire published by the 
various Round Table Groups, are of outstanding importance. 


> There are somewhat eimilar societies in France, Italy, and Switeer- 
land, and a clearing-house for these and the British societies was 
esta^hed in Geneva before the War. 
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A SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY 

F ull references have been given in the text to sources 
and authorities, and only a short list of the more 
important or moro general books need be given 
here. Fairly full bibliographies and directions for study 
may be found in two useful little publications which may be 
had for a few pence, viz. The British Empire: A Scheme 
of Study, by E. M. W. (published by Council for Study of 
International Relations), and The Study of Colonial History, 
by A. P. Newton (Helps for Students of History, S.P.C.K., 
1919). Reference may also be made to the useful Guide to 
the Principal Parliammtary Papers, relating to the Dominions 
from 1812-1911, by Adam Ewing and Monro. 

Convenient summaries of the history of the Empire may be 
found in such books as Woodward : Expansion of the British 
Empire; or Lucas : The British Empire. Seeley : Expansion 
of Et^land (1883), might also be read, and the cliapters in 
the various volumes of the Cambridge Modem History. 
Ramsay Muir: Expansion of Europe, gives a good general 
account of the wider movement of which BritL^ expansion 
is only a part. 

On British colonial policy the b('st book is Egerton : Short 
History of British Colonial Policy (contains useful bibliog¬ 
raphy) ; Currey : British Colonial Polity, 1783-1915, gives a 
convenient summary of the later period. For the earlier 
period to 1776, Curtis: ComfnonweaUh of Nations, is valuable. 

For the early development^ of Responsible Government, 
the best books are : The Durham Report, Ed. by Lucas, 
3 Vols. (Vol. 1 is a valuable commentary and history of the 
period; Vol. II, text); and Morison: British Supremacy 
and Canadian Self •Government, 1839-54 (19x9). For the 

37sr 
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ideas of the Colonial Reformers, Mills: The Colonisation o 
Australia (1915), may be consulted. The later developments 
of Responsible Government and of Dominion nationhood 
arc best studied in two invaluable collections of documents, 
viz., Egerton & Grant: Canadian Constitutional Development ; 
and Keith: Selected Speeches and Documents on British 
Colonial Policy, 1763-1917. Reference might be made to 
Jebb : Studies in Colonial Nationalism (1905). The develop¬ 
ment of nationhood in each of the Dominions may be studi^ 
in the separate histories of each Dominion contained in the 
series: Historical Geography oj the British Colonies (Ed. by 
Lucas)*} and in other valuable and more lecent histories, 
such as Scott: Short History of Australia (1916); and Porritt: 
Evolution of the Dominion of Canada (1918). The constitu¬ 
tions and their development are best studied in Egerton : 
Federations and Unions in the British Empire ; Moore : The 
CommonweaUh of Australia; Lefroy: Canada’s Federal 
System: Egerton & Grant, op. cit. ; Brand : Union of South 
Africa; and Eybers: Select Constitutional Documents 
Illustrating South African History, 1795-1910. 

An outline of most of the early schemes of Imperial govern¬ 
ment prior to 1887. may be found in Burt; Imperial Archi¬ 
tects (1913). For the Imperial Conference and its work the 
student must go to the Blue Books containing the Proceedings 
of the various Conferences, especially those for 1907, 1911. 
1917, and 1918. A detailed history of the Conferences up 
to 1907 will be found in Jebb: The Imperial Conference 
(2 Vols., 1911). The standard authority on Responsible 
Government, and the relations of the Dominions to the 
United Kingdom as they stood before the war, is the three 
massive volumes by Keith: Responsible Government in the 
Dominions (1912). On the problem of government as it 
stood before the great consi^tutional developments from 
1917 onwards, the following ^should be read. Ewai t: 
The Kingdom of Canada (1908), an^. Kingdom Papers 
(2 Vols. containing a scries of papers extending from 1911 
to 1917; advocates Canadian independence under the 
ix^rsonai bond of the Crown, and later (in 1917). a Canadian 
Republic); Jebb; The Britannic Question (19x3), (Alliance 
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as the eolation); Curtis: The PfoUem of the Cornmon- 
weaUh (zgi6) (Imperial Federation as the solution); 
a wide and impartial but somewhat technical survey of the 
subject will be found in Keith: Impefial Unity and the 
Dominions (1916). Jcnks: The Government of the British 
Empire (1917), is a good and up-to-date survey of the wliole 
field of government, in which a few pages are devoted to the 
Imperial aspect. Dicey: The Law of the Constitution (8th 
ed., 1915) should be consulted. 

For the developments from 1917 onwards, the following 
should be read : Proceedings of Imperial Conferences of 1917 
and 1918; Ttie War Cabinet Reports for 1917 and' 1918; 
Smuts : War-Time Speeches (1917); and The League of 
Nations (1918); Borden: The War and the Future (Speeches, 
1914-17) ; Lucas: The War and the Empire (1919) 
Ewart: Imperial Project and the Republic of Canada 
(Kingdom Paper, No. 21. 1917). The Debates on the 
Ratification of the Peace Treaty in the Canadian. South 
African, and Australian Parliamcnlb in September, 1919, 
and the Canadian Sessional Paper 41 j (19x9), are of great 
importance. I'here are useful articles in the monthly and 
quarterly Reviews, especially in the Round Table (from 1911 
onwards), which is indispensable to any serious study of the 
subject. 

On economic and social developments present and future 
there is a mass of information in tlic reports of the Dominions 
Royal Commission, especially the Final Report (1917). On 
this subject the Oxford Survey of the British Empire (6 Vols., 
1914), might also be consulted. 
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Diversions, 61. net. 'i he British School : 
An Anecdotal Guide to the Brituh Painters 
and Peintiep in the Nuional Galleiy, 61. net. 
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MeDooM nnuiam). AN INTRODUC- 
TIONTO SOCIAL PSVCHOT.OGY. 
F^flutUk Edition. Cr. Boo. js. Cd. not. 
BODY AND MIND: A IIistokv and a 
Defence of Animism. Fourth Edition, 
Domy ivo. iw. 6d. not. 

llEEtttllnok (Haurioi)— 

The Blub Bird : A Fairy Play in Six Acts, 
fir. not. Mary Magi>ai.bnb: A Play in 
Three ActSi sr. not. Death, 3s. 6d. not. 
OoR Eternity, fir. net. The Unknown 
Guest, fir. net. Poems, 5r. net. The 
Wrack of the Sturm, fir. net. The 
MiRACUt OF S r. Anthony : A Play in One 
Act, y. 6d. net. The Buruomastbr of 
Stilemondb: A Play in Three Acts, 
net. The BETKorHAi.; or. The Blue BirJ 
Chooses, fir. net. Mountain Pahis, 6s. 
net. 

■lino (A. A.). Tkn Day's Play. The 
H01.10AY Kounp. Once a Week. Ait 
Cr. Bve. IS. net. Nor 1‘hat it Matters. 
Fend Bff fir. net. 

OEoahnni (John)-- 

Bees in Ambbi: ; A Little Book of Thought¬ 
ful Verse. All's Well: A Cillection of 
War Poems. The Kino's Hush Way. The 
Vision Sflendu. The Fiekv Cross. 
High Altars: The Record of a Visit to 
the Hattlefielos of France and Flanders. 
Hrarts Oiuracfdus. All Clear! 
Winds ok the Dawn. AH Small Pott 
Boo. Paper, ir. netl cloth boards, er. 
net. Gentlemen—The King, ar. net. 

PEtrln (W. H. FUndon). A HISTORY 
OF EGYPT. Illustrated. Six Volumes. 
Cr, Boo, Each 9/. siet. 

VoL. I. From the Ist to tkb XVIth 
Dynasty. Nudk Edition, tor. 6d. met. 
VoL. II. The XVI 1th and XVIIItii 
Dynasties. Sixth Edition. 

VoL. III. XIXth to XXXth Dynastirs. 
Second Edition. 

VoL. IV. Egypt under the Ptolemaic 
Dynasty. J. F. Mahafky. Second Edition. 
Vou V. Egypt undkk Roman Rule. J. G. 

Milne. Second hdtlton. 

Vou VI. Egvit in the Middle Aces. 

Stanley Lane Poole. Second kdstion. 
SYRIA AND EGYP^ FROM THF. TELL 
EL AMARNA LETTERS. Cr. Boo. 
sr. met. 

EGYPTIAN TALES. IVansIated from the 
PapyrL first Series, ivth to xiith Dynasty.* 
Illustrated. Third Edition. Cr. Boo. 
sr. siet, * 

EGYPTIAN TALES. TransJnted Irani the 
PapyrL Second Series, xviiith to xixth 
Dynasty. Illustrated. Second Edition. 
Cr. Boo. sr. net. 

Pollard (A. F.). A SHORT HLSTOKY 
OF THE GREAT WAR. With 19 Main 
TfiYif^ Edition. Cr. Boo. soi. fid. net. 
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PMM (L. L.> a SHORT HISTORY OF 
POLITICAL ECONOMY IN ENGLAND 
FROM ADAM .SMITH TO ARNOLD 
TOYNBEE. Mntk Edition. Cr. Boo. 

B«ld”(d. KrohdaU). THE LAWS OF 
HEKEDITY. SecondMdttion. Don^Boo. 
£i IS. net. 

Bobartion (0. Qianth SELECT STAT« 
UTES, CASES, AND DOCUMENTS. 
ififio-iBsa. Third Edstion. Demy Boo. 

Meoi'fSdniaad). TOMMY SMITH'S 
ANIMALS. Illustrated. Bi^Ueeotk Edi¬ 
tion. icap. Boo. V. fid. net. 

TOMMY ^ITH'S OTHER ANIMALS, 
lllasirated. Eleoenth Edition. E'enp, Boo, 
V. fid. net. f* 

TOldMY .SMITH AT.THE'ZOO.' IIliw 
trated. tourth Edtimt. Fenp. Boo. 

TOih&V SMITH AGAIN AT THE ZOO. 
Illustrated. Second Edition Fa^. Boo. 

JACJ^INSECTS. Illustrated. Cr.Boe. fir. 
net. 

JACK'S INSECTS. Popular Edition. Vti. 
1 . Cr. Boo. 3r. fid. 

BboUey (Poroy ByiihaV POEMS. With 
an Introdut.tion by A. Clutton-Brock and 
Noteii by C. D. Lolock. 7W V^mos. 
Demy Boo. £s ir. net. 

Bmltk (Adam). THE WEALTH OF 
NATIONS. Edited hy Edwin Cahhan. 
’iwo Volumes. Soeesid Edstion. Dom^ 
Boo. £1 sr. net. 

Btavanion (B. L.> THE LETTERS OF 
ROBERT IXIUK STEVENSON. Edited 
by Sir Sidney Culvin. A New Ee- 
arranped Eduien in four oolmneA Fostrth 
Editiim. Fcop. Boo. Each fir. net 

BnrtaM (E. B.). HANDLEY CROSS. 
Illustrated. Pisntk Editum. Fcop. Boo. 
os. fid. net. 

MR. SPONGE'S SPORTING TOUR, 
lllustiated. F^th Editum, Feetp. Boo. 

A^k MAMMA: ox, THE RICHEST 
COMMONER IN ENGLAND. lUiu- 
trated. Soeond Edition. Fcop. 800, je. 6d, 
net. 

JORKOCKS'S JAUNTS AND JOLLI¬ 
TIES. Illustrated. Seotti/h Edition. 
Fcop. Boo. fir. net. 

MR. FACEY ROMFORD'S HOUNDS. 
Illustrated. Therd Edition. Feap. Boo. 
pr. net. 

HAWBUCK GRANGE; or, THE SPORT¬ 
ING ADVENTURES OF THOMAS 
SCOTT, Esq. lllusd'ated. Feep. Boo.. 
fit. net. * * 

PLAIN OK KINGLETS? Illuatiaied. 
Fop. 8(w. M. fid. net. 

HILLINGDON HAIJL With n Colouied 
Plates hy Wildrake, Heath, ud Jklu- 
COB. E'etp. Bm. je. Bd. met. 
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TiltllOllOlU’y W.X DAILY STRENGTH 
FOR DAILY NEEDS. TaigHtytixtk 
JSdftioM. Meaium x6«r«. jx. 6 d. net. 
Unduhlll (Evelyn). MYSTICISM. A 
Study in the Naiare end Development of 
Mani Spiritual Conscionaneis. Eighth 
Edition. Demjf too, xst. not. 

Vnrdon (Barry). HOW TO PLAY GOLF. 
Illustrated, ^hirtuntk EdiHon. Cr. to. 
St. net. 

WaterhouM (BltailwtUi A LITTLE 
BOOK OF LIFE AND DEATH. 
Twem oik Edittan. Smmtt Pott to. 
Ciotht as. id. mot. 

WeUi (J.). A SHORT HISTORY OF 
ROME. Seoentoonth Edition. With 3 
Ifeps. Cr. too. is. 

VlUmldhauy TH^ WORKS OF OSCAR 
WILDE. Eeofh. too. Each 6s. 6d. net. 

L Lord Arthur Satilr’s Crimb and 
THK Portrait of Mr. W. H. 11. Tub 
D 0 CHR!!<t OP PaOUA. III. POBMS. IV. 
Ladv Windpkmrrk’s Fan. v. A Woman 
or No iMtoRiANCE. VI. An liiKAi Hus¬ 


band. VII. Thb Imtortancb op Bbing 
EARHB iiT. Vlll. A HoUSB OP PoMB- 
rramates. IX. Intentions, x. Db Pro- 
FUNiiis and Prison Lbttbks. xi. Essay*;. 
XII. SALOHd, A Flqkkkunr Tkagbov, 
and La Saintb Courtlsane. xiii. A 
Critic in Pall Maiu xiv. Srlbctbd 
Pkosb of Oscar Wilol xv. Art and 
Dbcoration. 

A HOUSE OF POMEGRANATES. Illns* 
tnted. Cr. ^to. six. not. 

Vood (Uent. W. B.) and Edmondi (floL 
J. B.). A HISTORY OF THK ClVII. 
WAR IN THK UNITED STATES 
(1861-65). With an Introduction by Si'Ensek 
Wilkinson. With 24 Maps and Plans. 
Tktrd EdtHom. Demytifo. 15 net. 

Wordsworth (W.). POEMS. With an 
introduction and Notes by NoWBU. C. 
Smith. Tksee Vobuuos. Demy too. xSx. 
net. 

Yeats (W. B.> A BOOK OF IRISH 
VERSE. Fomrih Editton. Cr. too. 
7x. net. 


Part II.—A Selection of Series 


JLnoient Cities 

General Editor, Sir B. C. A. WINDLE 
Cr. Sttf. 6 t. net each vohtme 
With Illustrations E. H. Nbw, and other Artists 

BaiSTOi. Cantbkburv. Chksteb. Dub- | Edinburgh. LiNrnr.N. Shrewsbury. 
LiM. I Wbu.8 and Giasi'unburv. 


The Antiquary’s Books 

General Editor. J. CHARLES COX 
Ikmy 8».'. lOf. 6 d. net eath volume 
With Numerous Illustrations 


Ancibht Paintbd Glass in England. 

AaCHiBOLOGV AND FaLSR ANTIQUiriBS. 
The Belia dp England. The Bkambs 
OP England. Tub Castlbs and Wallbd 
Towns op England. Celtic art in 
Pagan and Chbistian Times. Church- 
k wardens’ Accounts. Tub Dombsuav 
Inqub-st. English Ckdrch Furniturb. 
English Costumb. ENGLi.eH Monastic 
Lipb. English Sbals. Folk-Lobb as 
AN Historical Science. The Gilds and 
Companies op London. Thb Hbrmits 

AND AhCHORITBS OP ENGLAND. TbB 


Manor and Manoriai. Rbcobds. Thk 
M kill aval Hospitals up England. 
Old English Instruments of Music. 
0 (.n ^Ni.LisH Libraries. Old '•'bkvick 
H ifdKs oV-tiir Engllsh Church. Parish 
Lipb in Mbdiaval England. Thk 
Parish RECifiTBRS op Eniiland. Kb- 
MAiHS op ihb Prehistoric Agb in Eng 
LAND. Thb Rom.vn Ena in Khitain. 
Komano-Bkitisii Buildings and Earth 
WORKJ. Thb Roval Fores rs np Eng¬ 
land. The Schools op Mbdikval Eng- 
LAHO. SHRtNBS OP BeITISH SaINTS. 
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The Arden Shakespeare 

Genenl Editor, K. II. CASE 
Demy 8w. 6 s. mi each volume 

An edition of Shakespeare in Single Plays ; each edited with a full Introduction! 
Textual Notes, and a Cummentazy at the foot of the page, 

ClassieB of Art 

Edited by Dr. J. H. W. LAING 

With numerous IHustrafiens, Wide Keyed 8tw 

Thb Abt of thb Gmbeks, 15J. ntt . Thb net , Raphael, iu. net . Rbhbbanot^ 

Amt ok tiik Romans, i6x. net , Charuin, Ehiiinos, Two VoIs., asx. net , Tihtor* 

iSr. net . Donatbllo, i6r. net . iivMftiV btto, i6x.T itian, t 6 x. wf. JUiti%R*s 
Romnry, 151. net . Ghimi anhaio, t5«. net , Skbtchbs and J^awiBcs, ijx. net . 
f jiwkenlk, 351. net . Michblangei o, isr. Vblazqukz, 15*. 


The 'Complete* Series 

Fuify Illustrated, Demy 

The Complbtb Amatbur Boxbr, loi. M , net . The Cohplbtb Jdiitsoam, y. net . 
net . The Complbtb Assimtiation Foot* Tub Complbtb Lawn Thnnis Fiavbr, 
ballbr, Tof. 6 d . net . Thb Compij'-ib lax. &/. net . Thb Complbtb Motorist, 

Athletic T'iainbr, lOf. tJ . net . Thb loe . 6 tt . net . The Cumplbth Moontain- 

CoMPUtTK Billiard Plater, 12s. M . bbr, 161. net . The Complete Oarsman, 
net . The CoMPutTS Cook, tor. M , net . ly. net . The Complete Photographkb, 

The Complete Cricketer, iox. M . net . ly. net . The Complete Rucbv Fout- 

Thb Compi.bi'R Foxiiuntbr, i6i. net . . li lbr, on thb New Zealand Svstbm, 

The Comfi.ktb Golfb^ lar. 6 d , net . ns . 6 d . net . The Complete Shot, i&r. 

The Complete Hockev-Piaver, lor. 6(/. net . I he Compibte Swimmer, lor. id , 

net . The Cohplrtb Horseman, w. net . The Compiate Yachtsman, i6r. urT. 


The Gonnoissear’s Libraqr 

WUh numerous Illustratwns. Wide R^al 8 ev. R5 r. net each wlume 

Knglisii Coloured Books. KnulisiH Fur* Manuscripts. Ivories. Jbwbllbsv. 

NITUKK. FItCHINGS. EuKOPKAN EnAMBLS. MEZZOTINTS. MlNIATUKHi. PORCELAIN. 

Fink Books. Glas... Golosmii iis' and Seals. Wood Scui pi uxb. 

Silversmiths' Work, Illuminated 

Handbooks of Theology 

Denyt Stw 

Thb Doctrinb of trb Incarnation, tsr. the Creeds, ijr.&f.fMr. TkbPhilosopkv 
net . A History of Earlt Chhistiah of Religion in Engi and and America, 
Doctrink, i6r. net . Introduction to znt . 6 d . net . The XXXIX Articles of 
thb Histokv op Religion, i». &/. net . the Church of England, zy. mO . 

An Introduction to thb History of 

^ IBMth Series 

' * Fc^. 8^ zs. 6d. mt 

Thb Baby. The Care op the Body. The Long. The Prevention of thb Common 
Care OF THE Tfbth. TkeEvfsofour Cold. Staving ike Plague. Throat 
Children. Hkalth "ok the Middle- and Ear Tmouulbs. Tuubkculosis. Thb 
Aged. The Health of a Woman. Thi. Health of the Child, ar. net . 

Health of thb Skin. How to Livb 
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Hope (Anthony)— 

A Chahcb op Am. A Mam op Mark. 
Tub Chrohiclbs op Count Antonio. 
Simon Dalb, The King’s Mirror. 

? oisANTi. Tub Doulv Diaiamiuks. 

ALBS OP Two People. A Servant op 
THE I’UBiic. Mrs. Maxon Protests. 
A Yul'mc Man's Year. Beaumarov 
Home i-rom the Wars. AUj». 6 d. tut. 

JmoI»(W. V.>- 

Manv CA>tGOK8, 5P. tut and at. 6 d. tut. 
Sea Urchins, yp. tut and 31. bd. tut. 
A Master op Crapt, 51. tut. Light 
Freights, at. tut. The Skiitkr*:. Woo- 
iNG, 51. tut. At Sonwicii Port, u. tui. 
Dialstonb Lane, 51. tui. Odd Crapt, 
fut. The Laov op the Barge, tut. 
im'vztt, u. tut. Sailors'Knots, 5*. 
tut. Short CauisR mA 

London (dnek). WHITE FANG. WtUk 
EdOitm. Cr. Bbp. 71. td. tut. 

■oKannn (Btephon)— 

Sonia : Between Two Worlds 8p. ntt . 
NiNBrv-Six Hours' Leave, 7P. td. tut. 
The Sieth Sense, &r. wA Midas & Son, 
8f. tut. 

Male! (Loeu)— 

The HibTORVOP Sir Richard Calmadv : 
A Romance. The Wacbs •'>p Sin. The 
Carissima. The GATBLUb Barrier. 
Dbadbam Hard. AU jt. id. tui. 

MmoU (A. E. W.X CLEMENTINA. 
lUnstmted. NitUk EtUtum. Cr, 8»i. js. 
id. tut. 

BaEwall(W. B.}- 

ViviPN. The Guarded Flame. Odd 
Lrngths. Hill Ri^e. The Rest Curb. 
Ail 7P. id. tui. 

Oxanham (John)— 

A Weaver op Webs. P/.opit ami Loss. 
The Song of Hvaltn rii, :uid Other 
Stories. L^uristons. The Coil ui Carime. 
The Quest of the Golokn Ru>»e. Marv 
All-Alone. Broken Shackles. “ IBIi.” 
AU It. id. tut. 


Bhikar(GlilMrt)— 

Pierre and his People. Mrs Falchion. 
The Translation op a Savage. When 
Valuond came to Pontiac : The Story of 
a Loot Napoleon. An Adventurer op the 
North : The La.st Adventures of ' Aetty 
Pierre.’ The Skats op the Mighty. The 
Battle op the Stbong: A Romance 
of Two Ktogdoms. The Pomp op the 
Layilbttvs. Northern Lights. AU 
Jt. id. tut. 

PhlUpattafBdan)- 

Childrbn op the Mist. Sons op the 
Morning. The River. The Ambkicah 
Prisonbb. Dembtek's Dau<,iitkr. The 
Human Bov and the War. AU 71. id. tut. 

Bld<a(W. Pett)- 

A Son op the State, 71. id tut. The 
Remington Sentence, 71. id. tut. 
Madame Prince, 7s . id. tut. Top Speed, 
7t. id. net. Special Performances, is. 
net. The Bustling Hours, 7s . id. tut. 

Sahmar (8asi)— 

The Devil DocToa The Si-Fan. 
Mysteries. Tales op Seckrt Egtpt. 
The Orchard op Tears. The Golden 
Scorpion. AU7S . U . tut . 

Bwlnnartan (F.). SHOPS AND HOUSES. 

Third Edition. Cr. Sev. 7s . id. tut. 
SEPTEMBER. Third EdtiioH. Cr. Bm. 


Walla (H.O.)l BEALBY. Eemrth BdUbn. 
Cr. 8 m Jt. 6 . t . tut. 

WlUlamian ( 0 . B. and A. H.>- 
Tiir Lightning Conductor : The Stnnge 
Adventures of a Motor ^r. Lady Betty 
across the Water. Scarlet Runner. 
Loku I.OVKLAN11 uLscovERs America. 
The OuK.'.r!. op IIbrculks. It Happeled 
IN Egypt. A .Soldier ok the Legioh. 
The Shop Giid The Lightning Cm- 
muctrkss. SBC.{Si Hisigrt. The Lovn 
PiKA'iE. AU Jt. id. met. Crucifix 
Corner, fir. nd. 


Methuen’s Two-Shilling NoYels 

Cheap Editions of many of the most Popular Novels of the day 
IVritt for CompE& 7^ 






